South Coast
Air Quality Management District

m 21865 Copley Drive, Diamond Bar, CA 91765-4182
(909) 396-200@ www.agmd.gov

SUBJECT: NOTICE OF COMPLETION OF A DRAFT ENVIRONMEN TAL
ASSESSMENT

PROJECT TITLE: PROPOSED RULE 410: ODORS FROM TRANSFER STATIONS
AND MATERIAL RECOVERY FACILITIES

In accordance with the California Environmental @yaAct (CEQA), the South Coast Air
Quality Management District (SCAQMD), as the LeadyeAcy, prepared this Draft
Environmental Assessment (EA) which assesses patemverse environmental impacts that
may result from implementing the proposed projeentified above pursuant to its certified
regulatory program (SCAQMD Rule 110).

This letter, the Notice of Completion (NOC), ane tiraft EA are not SCAQMD applications or
forms requiring a response from you. Their purpesgmply to provide information to you on

the above project. If the proposed project habesring on you or your organization, no action
on your part is necessary. The project's desoriptiocation, and potential environmental
impacts are described in the NOC.

Comments focusing on your area of expertise, y@ganey's area of jurisdiction, or issues
relative to the environmental analysis should bdressed tVr. James Koizumi (c/o CEQA)

at the address shown above, or sent by FAX to (909396-3324 or by e-mail to
jkoizumi@agmd.gov. Mr. Koizumi can be reached by calling (909) 3288 Comments
must be received no later than 5:00 PM on August2@@6. Please include the name and
telephone number of the contact person for youn@geQuestions relative to the proposed
rule should be directed to Mr. Robert Gottschalk at(909) 396-2456.

The Public Hearing for the proposed rules is scletltor September 8, 2006. (Note: Public
meeting dates are subject to change. Pleasetee®CAQMD website Calendar of Events for
current schedule www.agmd.gov).

St ;
Date: July 20, 2006 Signature: Somith
Steve Smith, Ph.D.
Program Supervisor, CEQA Section

Planning, Rule Development and Area Sources
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NOTICE OF COMPLETION OF A DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL ASSES SMENT

Project Title:
Notice of Completion of a Draft Environmental Asseent for Proposed Rule 410 — Odors from Transfer
Stations and Material Recovery Facilities

Project Location:

South Coast Air Quality Management District: therfgounty South Coast Air Basin (Orange County and
the non-desert portions of Los Angeles, Riversidg &an Bernardino counties) and the Riverside Gount
portions of the Salton Sea Air Basin and the Mojaesert Air Basin.

Description of Nature, Purpose, and Beneficiariesfd®roject:

Proposed Rule (PR) 410 — Odors from Transfer Statend Material Recovery Facilitiespuld reduce
odors from new and existing transfer stations aradenal recovery facilities. PR 410 would require
operators of affected facilities to reduce odomfra combination of odor control and housekeeping
techniques.

Lead Agency: Division:

South Coast Air Quality Management District Planning, Rule Development and Area Sources —
CEQA
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SCAQMD Headquarters

21865 Copley Drive

Diamond Bar, CA 91765

The Notice of Completion is provided through the fdowing:
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Draft EA Review Period:
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Scheduled Public Meeting Dates
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The proposed project will have no statewide, reglion areawide significance, therefore no scoping
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Draft Environmental Assessment

INTRODUCTION

In accordance with the California Environmental @yaAct (CEQA), the South Coast Air
Quality Management District (SCAQMD), as the LeadjeAcy, has prepared this draft
Environmental Assessment for Proposed Rule (PR)-4IDdors from Transfer Stations and
Material Recovery Facilities. PR 410 is designeddduce odors from facilities conducting
transfer and sorting operations. Transfer statemeswhere municipal solid waste, greenwaste,
and construction and demolition materials are feansd from small vehicles such as refuse
trucks to large transfer trucks for transport tadii@ls, recycling centers, and other disposalssite
Material recovery facilities (MRFs) sort and separa&cyclable materials from solid waste.

PR 410 is a direct result of an odor control sgatéor solid waste facilities proposed in the
Cumulative Impacts White Paper, which was apprdwedhe Governing Board in September
2003. The proposed odor rule was developed asudt i reviewing SCAQMD records, which
showed a high number of nuisance odor complaiots fransfer stations and MRFs.

Throughout this document, references to the prapopeoject or PR 410 are used
interchangeably.

LEGISLATIVE AUTHORITY

The California Legislature created the SCAQMD in7T9as the agency responsible for
developing and enforcing air pollution control mulend regulations in the South Coast Air Basin
(Basin) and in portions of the Salton Sea Air Baaimd Mojave Desert Air Basin. The
SCAQMDs Air Quality Management Plan (AQMP) does nontain any control measures to
reduce odors from transfer stations or MRFs. P®idh direct result of a strategy proposed in
the White Paper on Potential Control StrategiesAtlmress Cumulative Impacts from Air
Pollution (Cumulative Impacts White Paper). In ®ember 2003, the Governing Board
approved the Cumulative Impacts White Paper, inoly€ontrol Strategy #10, recommending
development of a Pilot Odor Abatement Program depto prevent exposure to odors. Due to a
high number of nuisance odor complaints from transtations and processing facilities, this
industry was selected for development of the mitddr rule.

CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ACT (CEQA)

PR 410 is a “project” as defined by CEQA Guideligd$378 and California Public Resources
Code 821065. SCAQMD is the lead agency for thiggat and has prepared this draft EA with
no significant adverse environmental impacts pursua its certified regulatory program.
California Public Resources Code 821080.5 allowslipuagencies with certified regulatory
programs to prepare a plan or other written docunmeheu of an environmental impact report
or negative declaration once the Secretary of tagoRrces Agency has certified its regulatory
program. The SCAQMD’s regulatory program was Gedion March 1, 1989, and is codified
as SCAQMD Rule 110.

An environmental impact is defined as an impadh®wphysical conditions that exist within the
area which would be affected by a proposed projectuding land, air, water, minerals, flora,
fauna, noise, or objects of historic significanc@EQA and Rule 110 both require that potential

! The Lewis-Presley Air Quality Management Act, He& Safety Code §§40400-40540.
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significant adverse environmental impacts of pregoprojects be evaluated, and that feasible
methods to reduce or avoid these significant a@vensironmental impacts be implemented. To
fulfill the purpose and intent of CEQA, the SCAQMias prepared this draft EA to address the
potential significant adverse environmental impassociated with implementing PR 410. The
draft EA is a public disclosure document intended(&) provide the lead agency, responsible
agencies, decision makers and the general publitimfiormation on the environmental effects
of the proposed project; and (b) be used as ahlgallecision makers to facilitate decision
making on the proposed project.

SCAQMD's review of the proposed project shows that project would not have significant
adverse effects on the environment. Thereforealbernatives or mitigation measures are
required to be included in this draft EA to avoid reduce any significant effects on the
environment (CEQA Guidelines §15252(b)(2)). Theiemmental checklist and discussion in
Chapter 2 supports the conclusion of no signifieaverse environmental impacts.

All commentsreceived during the public comment period on thalysis presented in this draft
EA will be responded to and included in the Fin&. EPrior to making a decision on the
proposed project, the SCAQMD Governing Board mesiew and certify the Final EA as
providing adequate information on the potentialade environmental impacts of PR 410.

PROJECT OBJECTIVE

The objective of PR 410 — Odors from Transfer Stetiand Material Recovery Facilities, is to
reduce odors from transfer station and MRF opematio reduce public exposure to nuisance
odors.

PROJECT LOCATION

The SCAQMD has jurisdiction over an area of 10,4gBare miles (referred to hereafter as the
district), consisting of the four-county South CioAs# Basin (Basin) (Orange County and the
nondesert portions of Los Angeles, Riverside, aad Bernardino counties) and the Riverside
County portions of the Salton Sea Air Basin (SSAB) the Mojave Desert Air Basin (MDAB).
The Basin, which is a subregion of the SCAQMD’sgdiction, is bounded by the Pacific Ocean
to the west and the San Gabriel, San Bernardind,Sam Jacinto Mountains to the north and
east. The Los Angeles County portion of the MDA®dwn as North County or Antelope
Valley) is bounded by the San Gabriel Mountainshi® south and west, the Los Angeles/Kern
County border to the north, and the Los Angelesfamardino County border to the east. The
Riverside County portion of the SSAB is boundedhrsy San Jacinto Mountains to the west and
spans eastward up to the Palo Verde Valley. Tder& nonattainment area (known as the
Coachella Valley Planning Area) is a subregion ofeRside County and the SSAB that is
bounded by the San Jacinto Mountains to the westtla eastern boundary of the Coachella
Valley to the east (Figure 1-1).
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Figure 1-1
South Coast Air Quality Management District

REGULATORY BACKGROUND

PR 410 is a direct result of a strategy proposethénCumulative Impacts White Paper. In
September 2003, the Governing Board approved tmeulzdive Impacts White Paper, including

Control Strategy #10, recommending development Bil@ Odor Abatement Program in order

to prevent exposure to odors. Due the high nurobe&wuisance odor complaints from transfer
stations and processing facilities, this industgsveelected for development of the pilot odor
rule. The following subsections briefly descritbe tSCAQMD’s existing rule that addresses
odors and explains why there has been a proliterati transfer stations and MRFs.

Rule 402 - Nuisance

Rule 402 prohibits the discharge of air contamisaot other material form any type of
operations which can cause nuisance or annoyanaeryt@onsiderable number of people or to
the public or which endanger the comfort or repo$eany such persons, or the public.
Historically, some transfer stations and MRFs ttzatse a public nuisance because of odors have
been cited for violation of Rule 402.
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Rule 1131.1 - Chipping and Grinding Activities

Rule 1133.1 establishes holding or processing @tepping and grinding or on-site applications)
time requirements for greenwaste and foodwastepaoigpand grinding activities in order to
prevent inadvertent decomposition associated wititkpiling greenwaste or foodwaste for
extended periods of time. The holding/processimgs established for foodwaste and various
types of greenwaste (curbside, non-curbside, miaeslprimarily in-line with normal practice of
chipping and grinding operations and do not interferith AB 939 diversion goals (waste
diversion from landfills). Rule 1133.1 does notdaxss odors from handling and transfer of
greenwaste that is not used in a chipping and grnoperation.

AB 939

In 1989, Assembly Bill 939, (Integrated Waste Masragnt Act), was adopted due to a
statewide increase in the waste stream and decnedardfill capacity. AB 939 mandates a
reduction of waste being disposed. Diversion goase set at 25 percent by 1995 and 50
percent by 2000. The diversion rate is the peeggntof the total amount of waste that is
diverted from disposal at a landfill through redoet reuse, recycling, composting or energy
from waste programs.

As a result of AB 939, the California Integrated $¢aManagement Board (CIWMB) was
established. Regulations developed to implerA@939 are codified under Title 14 and Title
27 of the California Code of Regulations. Regoladi specific to transfer stations and MRFs are
contained in Title 14, Chapter 3, Article 6. Thigicle contains operating standards and other
regulatory requirements for the following facilgiand operations:

= Sealed container transfer operations;

= Limited volume transfer operations;

= Direct transfer facilities;

= Emergency transfer/processing operations;

= Medium volume transfer/processing facilities; and

= Large volume transfer/processing facilities.

Solid waste transfer stations are facilities wheranicipal solid waste, green waste, and

construction and demolition materials are traneféfrom smaller vehicles such as refuse trucks
to larger transfer trucks for transport to landfilrecycling centers, and other disposal sites.
Transfer trucks can generally hold 100 cubic yamgsesenting three to five loads from refuse
trucks. MRFs sort and separate recyclable masefiain solid waste. Recyclable materials are
transported to recyclers and the remaining nonetable solid waste is transported to landfills

or other disposal sites.

To minimize the distances that refuse trucks trabetween residents and commercial
establishments, some transfer stations are logaad residential communities. As a result,
odors often emanate off-site causing a nuisancesidences and businesses. The SCAQMD’s
Rule 402 — Nuisance, prohibits public nuisanceshsag odors. Some transfer stations and
MRFs have been issued Notices of Violations undée R02 due to odor complaints.
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PROJECT DESCRIPTION

Proposed Rule 410 is designed to complement Rulke 4Broposed Rule 410 establishes
minimum requirements for transfer stations and MRiRsl offers a proactive approach to
minimizing odors. Odors from transfer stations aMRFs are very site-specific, and depend
upon a number of different factors, including thget of waste (municipal solid waste,
greenwaste, construction and demolition materieis,), types of odor controls at a facility,
among other factors. In addition, facility operatase a variety of operating practices to
minimize offsite odors. Under Proposed Rule 4ld:hefacility operator will be required to
either submit to the SCAQMD a Rule 410 Odor ManagietmPlan (Rule 410 OMP) or
voluntarily submit to the Local Enforcement AgentyA) an Alternative Odor Management
Plan (AOMP). At a minimum, both the Rule 410 OMRIdahe AOMP will include the methods
or techniques the facility operators would use tmimize odors from their tipping floors,
transfer tunnels, MRFs, and green waste operatiolms.addition, the OMPs must specify
housekeeping requirements and include a commuesfyanse protocol to respond to community
complaints pertaining to odors.

Proposed Rule 410

) Purpose

Proposed Rule 410 will establish odor managemeatttises and requirements to reduce odors
from MSW transfer stations and MRFs. The propasge will be implemented in addition to
existing enforcement of public nuisance under RO2.

(b) Applicability

The proposed rule applies to new and existing tearstations and MRFs located in the district
that have a permit issued by a LEA with a throughgduMSW of 100 tons per day or greater.
MSW is defined as including food waste, yard trimgs, greenwaste, and other waste. It does
not apply to direct transfer facilities, facilitigsandling only nonhazardous ash, and facilities
handling only construction and demolition and irtebris.

(c) Definitions

This subdivision lists keywords related to munitipalid waste and related operations and
defines them for clarity and to enhance enforcégbiPlease refer to Appendix B for a copy of
PR 410 and its definitions.

(d) Enclosure Requirements for New and Modified Saice

New and modified facilities have two complianceiops. The first option is to enclose the
tipping, sorting and transfer operations. The Bdcoption is to demonstrate an appropriate
buffer zone around the facility. New facilitieeahose that have an operating permit issued by a
LEA to tip more than 1,000 tons per day, and medifiacilities are those with an incremental
increase in throughput due to an increase of MSWnofe than 1,000 tons per day in an
approved permit, issued on or after January 200& EA; or facilities with a cumulative
throughput of more than 3,000 tons per day aftedifioation.

(e) Odor Management Plan (Rule 410 OMP)
All existing, new and modified facilities subjed this rule are required to submit a Rule 410
OMP or an AOMP. The two submittal options are: gibmit a Rule 410 OMP directly to the
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SCAQMD or; (2) voluntarily submit an AOMP to the BAQMD that has been approved by the
facility’s LEA and is incorporated in a solid waséility operating permit, T/PR, Report of RFI
or other enforceable document issued by the LEAthBOMPs must address: odor control from
the tipping floor; waste transfer tunnels; MRF; sekeeping activities for the tipping floor,
transfer tunnel and facility perimeter; and comnymesponse (installation of a contact sign,
identification of a Community Coordinator, and odomplaint protocol).

The owner or operator of an affected facility whibmits a Rule 410 OMP would be required to
provide all information under the “Required Elengnf permitted throughput is greater than
100 tons per day, but less than or equal to 258 pen day. If the permitted throughput exceeds
250 tons per day and is less than or equal to d@@Oper day, information under the “Required
Elements” and “Level 1 Control Strategies” must grevided. If the permitted throughput
exceeds 1,000 tons per day, information under Beqjlired Elements” and “Level 2 Control
Strategies” must be provided.

Facility operators who modify their operations wabbke required to submit an updated Rule 410
OMP under any of the following conditions; if pettad throughput increases are greater than
250 tons per day or permitted throughput increames greater than 1,000 tons per day.
Alternatively facility operators with permitted irgase greater than 1, 000 tons per day may
submit a letter to the Executive Officer 180 day®mto increasing throughput explaining that
the existing Rule 410 OMP already addresses atiriméition required for facilities with a
permitted throughput greater than 1,000 tons pgr da

Within 60 days after notification from the Execwti@fficer that a previously approved Rule 410
OMP does not adequately address odors from any geloerating source at the facility, the
owner or operator would be required to revise agilbmit an updated Rule 410 OMP. An
approved Rule 410 OMP shall remain in effect uatilupdated Rule 410 OMP is approved by
the Executive Officer.

Approved Rule 410 OMP requirements would need tpdsted, clearly visible for operators and
inspectors, or as approved by the Executive Offieexd made available upon request to
SCAQMD personnel. The owner or operator of a itgcibith an approved Rule 410 OMP will
be required to conduct operations in a manner datg in the approved Rule 410 OMP and
comply with all conditions in the approved Rule 2MP.

() Alternative Odor Management Plan (AOMP)

In lieu of filing a Rule 410 OMP, a facility opecatmay voluntarily submit an AOMP to the
appropriate LEA and obtain enforceable permit coowls in a solid waste facility operating
permit, T/PR, RFI, or other document issued byltBA that have enforceable permit conditions
in an operating permit issued by the LEA that assirall applicable aspects of the Rule 410
OMP. A facility choosing to submit an AOMP to th&A is required to file a copy of the
approved AOMP with  SCAQMD, including the operatimermit, T/PR, RFI or other
enforceable document issued by the LEA, and wridenumentation from the LEA of the
approval date of the AOMP.
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Approved AOMP requirements would need to be postdeiarly visible for operators and

inspectors, or as approved by the Executive Offieerd made available upon request to
SCAQMD personnel. The conditions of an approvedM&Oshall be enforceable by the

Executive Officer.

(@) Exemptions
The following operations are not subject to PR 4Ifinposting operations subject to Rule 1133
and co-composting operations subject to Rule 1133.2

Facilities with an Odor Impact Minimization Planl@P) approved by the LEA or the CIWMB
are not required to submit an OMP to SCAQMD, bustmmeet the requirements for an AOMP.

(h) OMP and Alternative OMP Plan Fees
Submittal of an OMP or an approved AOMP will conge a plan for the purposes of fees
assessed under Rule 306 - Plan Fees.

Appendix A - Rule 410 Odor Management Plan

This appendix contains “Required Elements”, andeldvand Level 2 “Control Strategies” to be
included in a Rule 410 OMP. The “Required Elemeats mandated for all facilities subject to
this rule with a permitted throughput of 100 torex play or greater and are pertinent to the
facility’s logistics, community response protocaoldasignage, housekeeping practices, protocol
for handling odiferous loads, and logging of compl For larger facilities there is a
requirement to install a weather monitoring stasrnwell as logging the information.

In order to be approved, an OMP must contain alfftitlowing Required Elements:

» Facility information, including name, address, @mtperson and contact
information;

* Permitted throughput for all types of waste proedss

* Arequirement for facilities handling and storinggnwaste;

» Information on buffer zone, including distancelte hearest residence and sensitive
receptor;

* Requirements, including several options, for faeti handling recyclable materials;

* A protocol for handling community complaints, inding contact information on a
Community Coordinator, and a requirement to condnabdor survey when the
facility receives odor complaints;

* Arequirement for a contact sign so that membeth@Eurrounding community can
contact the facility directly with odor complaints;

* A requirement to maintain a paper log of all odemgplaints received;

* Arequirement for facilities with permitted throymlkt greater than 1,000 tons per day
to install and operate a weather monitoring statth@t monitors temperature,
humidity, wind speed and wind direction;

» A protocol for handling odiferous loads;

» Housekeeping activities, including minimum sweegmgjuency for the tipping
floor, transfer tunnel and facility perimeter;
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* A minimum requirement for covering and parking ksi@and trailers that are
preloaded for transportation to a landfill or otdesposal destination on the following
day.

The Level 1 and Level 2 “Control Strategies” arenoee of control options that can be used to
control odors that pertain to specific odor genegatireas of the facility such as the tipping
floor, transfer tunnel, and MRF operations.

Level 1 -Control Strategies for Facilities Permittel Throughput Greater Than 250 Tons
per Day and Less Than 1,000 Tons per Day

Odor Emission Point Control Strategy

Handheld or overhead misting system; or

Wind barriers surrounding two sides of tipping ai@a

Tipping Floor Partial enclosure; or
Complete enclosure; or

Other equivalent odor control method approved by EO

Level 2: Control Strategies for Facilities with Pemitted Throughput Greater Than
1,000 Tons per Day

Odor Emission Point Control Strategy

and

Partial enclosure; or Handheld or overhead
misting system

Tipping Floor Complete enclosure; or

Other equivalent odor control method
approved by EO

Physical barriers at entrance or exit to the
transfer tunnel; or

Maximum drop height from the tipping floo
into transfer trucks of three feet or less; or

Transfer Tunnel

D

Misting system at the entrance or exit to th
transfer tunnel; or

Other equivalent odor control method
approved by EO

Partial enclosure; or
Material Recovery | Complete enclosure; or

Facility Other equivalent odor control method
approved by EO

PR 410 1-8 July 2006



Draft Environmental Assessment

TRANSFER STATION AND MATERIAL RECOVERY FACILITY OPE RATIONS

Types of Transfer Stations
There are several common types of transfer statinalsiding:

= Direct tipping to trailers — Waste collection trucks and other vehicles tipdly into a
transfer truck. Transfer trucks typically hold 1€bic yards and can accommodate three
to five loads from waste collection trucks or mamgkup loads.

= Tipping on a floor — This is the most typical arrangement for faeditsubject to PR
410. Tipping of solid waste from a refuse truckoom floor allows more efficient
loading of transfer trucks than direct tipping tailers, because the tipping floor provides
a larger buffer waste capacity than direct tipptogtrailers. The tipping floor also
provides a place to extract recyclables, if thetevés not source-separated, and space to
inspect for hazardous or other undesirable wait&ont loader is typically used to push
waste into transfer trucks.

= Pit tipping — In this arrangement, refuse trucks tip theidlaao a large pit, allowing
several trucks to unload simultaneously. Thisvedlovaste to be stored temporarily
during peak operating hours. The pit may haveseidhwalking floor in the bottom of the
pit or it may have loaders to push the waste arodmdadvantage to pit dumping is
having a tractor in the pit to crush the waste rmadimize trailer loads.

These three types of transfer stations are usoaftfigured so that transfer trucks with open-top
trailers are loaded at a level below the tippingaar A clamshell or bucket is sometimes used to
load transfer trucks to obtain maximum payloadeldhe load, remove undesirable materials,
and to move piles of waste on the tipping floor.

The typical transfer arrangement routes transigks down a one-way tunnel to the loading
areas, and loaded trucks emerge on the oppos@etempty trucks.

Most transfer stations subject to PR 410 use opentrailers in a top-loading arrangement.

Waste is not compacted in open-top trucks. Trarisfeks are required to be covered en route
to the landfill to prevent windblown debris fromethrailer during transit, so trailers normally

have a tarp or other membrane that is securedtbeetop of the load prior to transporting the

waste.

Some transfer stations may use a compactor. Wsomnpactor station, waste is loaded into the
hopper of a stationary compactor. Trucks backouipé compactor and the waste is pushed into
the trailer as a compacted slug. These operatisesa rear-loading arrangement. Transfer
trucks used with a compactor use reinforced trailer

Municipal solid waste can only remain on site ataasfer station for a maximum of 48 hours,
by CIWMB regulations, and operating permit condigo

Material Recovery Facilities

A MRF accepts materials, whether source separatedx@d, and separates processes and stores
them for later use as raw materials for remanufajuand reprocessing. After separation,
residual waste is disposed offsite. Often, MRIeslacated at the same site as transfer stations.
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Separation of recyclable materials may be accoimgiivy mechanical means, including:

= Disc screens — used to separate materials by size.

= Trommels — rotating cylindrical screens inclinecaadlownward angle, where separation
occurs as material travels down the drum.

= Air classification — utilized to separate light maals like aluminum, cartons, and
plastics from heavier materials using an air stream

= Non-ferrous metal separators, such as rotatings#iparators, which set up an electrical
current in non-ferrous materials causing them tddféected.

= Detect and route (DAR) systems can be used to atepglass, plastic and cartons. In a
DAR system, materials are identified by sensorsamedemoved from the waste stream
when the conveyor passes the appropriate divenswnt. Lighter materials can be
diverted by air jets aligned along one wall of #@nveyor. Heavier objects can be
diverted by a ram or tilt plate.

Separation of recyclables may also be accomplishadually. Often a MRF will utilize both
mechanical and manual separation.

Greenwaste Transfer and Handling Activities

Greenwaste is any organic waste material genefatedgardening, agricultural, or landscaping
activities, including, but not limited to, leavegass clippings, tree and shrub trimmings and
plant remains. Schedules for grinding or removyajreenwaste are addressed in Rule 1133.1 —
Chipping and Grinding Activities. Greenwaste tfansactivities in the district are typically
completed in unenclosed areas. Greenwaste camrairgtransfer station for up to seven days

AFFECTED FACILITIES

There are 141 existing transfer stations and MRR$eé district. Of the 141 existing transfer
stations and MRFs, 93 of the facilities have I&s81t100 tons per day of throughput; therefore,
would not be subject to PR 410. Of the existinglitées, 40 have permitted throughput of 250
tons per day or greater for the purpose of storframdling, or processing the waste prior to
transferring the waste to another solid waste djperar facility. Eight of the active transfer
stations and MRFs have a permitted throughput edtgr than 100 tons per day and less than or
equal to 250 tons per day.

The one planned MRF already complies with the PR #huirements for new facilities odor
requirements; therefore, would not require any traston or operational changes because of
PR 410. SCAQMD staff as not identified any othianped transfer stations or MRF at this time
that would be required to comply with PR 410 reeunents.

Existing facilities were analyzed for the numbefsnaisance odor complaints and Notices of
Violation (NOVs) they have received over a five ygariod. As explained in the following
subsection, adoption of PR 410 included evaluahi@®Vs and odor complaints received by
affected facilities as well as interviews of SCAQMDmpliance staff who visited the affected
facilities.
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Data Resources

During this rule development process, SCAQMD stadited over 15 facilities to review the
operating practices and equipment used for odatr@onThe throughput of the facilities visited
ranged from 400 tons per day to 6,000 tons per d@ZAQMD compliance personnel are
familiar with many of the other facilities subjetd PR 410 from prior visits and were
interviewed about the operating configurations, rattmtrol equipment and operating practices
of facilities they visited. In addition, SCAQMDadt worked with the LEA to obtain additional
data on facilities affected by PR 410.

For each facility information was collected on tingbput, enclosure configuration, use of
misting systems at the tipping floor, and greenedsindling operations, among other data.
Numerous site visits provided insight into the t#gdi housekeeping activities, including

sweeping schedules, storage of recycled produots,octher information leading to potential

odors at offsite locations, such as residentigjmaorhoods.

The range of permitted throughput, for existingilitees is given in Table 1-1 Permitted
throughput is the throughput allowed in tons pey ilaa facility’s operating permit, issued by
the LEA. The permit may or may not specify a tlyloput limit for the individual components
of the waste stream that are allowed by the perfadr example, a permit issued to a transfer
station may allow greenwaste, construction and digoro materials, or other types of waste in
addition to municipal solid waste. However, periimtits are often given only for the total
throughput.

. Table 1-1
Permitted Throughput Range of Facilities Subject to PR 410
Throughput Tonnage (tons/day) Number of Facilities
100 - 250 8
251 - 500 8
501 - 1,000 5
1001 - 2,000 16
2001 - 5,000 9
>5,000 2
Total 48

"Permitted throughput is the throughput a facilityallowed in the operating permit issued by the LEA

ODOR BACKGROUND

Odor Complaint Data

Transfer stations and MRFs in the district werelya®al for the numbers of nuisance odor
complaints and Notices of Violation (NOVs) they ea®d from January 2001 through
December 2005. During that five-year period, altof 2,352 complaints were received, from
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13 facilities. Of the 2,352 total complaints, 195dere verified by SCAQMD inspectors. In
general, a “verified” complaint is characterizedtbg following:

1. An SCAQMD inspector responds to the complaint;

2. The inspector smells the odor the complainant desdy and

3. The inspector traces the odor back to its source.

Once an odor complaint has been verified, additi@ation may be taken by the inspector,
depending on the length and severity of the odoblpm, and the number of people that have
complained. This may include issuance of a NOVWpidbolic nuisance.

In addition to odor complaints, the number of NOXsued to each facility in the PR 410
universe was also evaluated for the period fromudan2001 through December 2005. The
number of odor complaints for the five-year pericam January 2001 through December 2005,
shown in Figure 1-2, averaged 470 per year.

Figure 1-2 — Total Odor Complaints for Five-Year Peiod

700 632 592
600 -
500 - 417

Odor 400 | 354 357
Complaints 300 -
200 -

100 -

0

2001 2002 2003 2004 2005

Year

AVAILABLE CONTROL TECHNOLOGIES

PR 410 would rely on existing technologies and kkasping practices that are currently
available and, in some cases, currently employeddme of the affected facilities. No new
technologies or housekeeping practices were idedtitluring the development of PR 410
beyond those identified in the following subsecsionPR 410 does allow facility operators to
suggest alternative odor control techniques thatat listed in PR 410 Appendix A; however,
since no new odor control techniques were ideutjfisese unknown odor control techniques are
speculative and can not be analyzed at this tiftiee following subsections describe the primary
odor generating sources regulated by PR 410 andoppgie control technologies and
housekeeping practices.
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Odor Control — Tipping Floor Operations
Odors from tipping floors at transfer stations avilRFs can be controlled by the following
methods:

* Misting systems (portable or overhead)
» Two sided wind barriers (without roof)

» Partial enclosures (two walls and a roof)
* Full enclosure

Odor Control — Transfer Tunnels
Odors from transfer tunnels at transfer statiomsMRFs can be controlled by the following
methods at the exit of the tunnel:
* Odor barrier
* Neutralizer

Odor Control — Green Waste Operations
Odors from transfer tunnels at transfer stations lsiiRFs can be controlled by the following
methods:
* Two sided wind barriers (without roof)
* Partial enclosures (two walls and a roof)
Full enclosure

Odor Control — Housekeeping
* Park pre-loaded trucks out of the sun or in cov@a#ting areas
» Cover trucks within 15 minutes after loading with@dor-impermeable membrane
» Sweeping schedule for tipping floor, transfer turared facility parameter once per operating
day
e Store dairy and organic containers in side, pamiafull enclosure
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INTRODUCTION

The environmental checklist provides a standarduatian tool to identify a project's adverse
environmental impacts. This checklist identifiewl ®@valuates potential adverse environmental
impacts that may be created by the proposed rule.

GENERAL INFORMATION

Name of Proponent: South Coast Air Quality Managerestrict

21865 Copley Drive

Address of Proponent: Diamond Bar, CA 91765

Lead Agency Name: South Coast Air Quality Managerestrict
CEQA Contact Person: James Koizumi (909) 369-3234
Rule Contact Person: Robert Gottschalk (909) 3¢862

Name of Project : Proposed Rule 410 — Odors froam3fer Stations and Material
Recovery Facilities

ENVIRONMENTAL FACTORS POTENTIALLY AFFECTED

The following environmental impact areas have bessessed to determine their potential to be
affected by the proposed project. Any checked stegpresent areas that may be adversely
affected by the proposed project. An explanatedative to the determination of impacts can be
found following the checklist for each area.

Population and

00  Aesthetics O Geology and Soils l :
Housing

00 Agricultural Resources O Hazards and . C Public Services
Hazardous Materials

M  Air Quality M Hydrplogy and Water O Recreation
Quality
IZI Biological Resources L[l Land Use and IZI Solid/Hazardous Waste

Planning
Cultural Resources O Mineral Resources [l Transportation./Traffic

Energy (] Noise O Mandatory Findings
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DETERMINATION

On the basis of this initial evaluation:

]

Date: July 19, 2006 Signature:

| find the proposed project, in accordance withsthindings made pursuant to CEQA
Guideline 815252, COULD NOT have a significant effen the environment, and that
an ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT with no significant irapts will be prepared.

| find that although the proposed project could ehav significant effect on the
environment, there will NOT be significant effeatsthis case because revisions in the
project have been made by or agreed to by the groproponent. An
ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT with no significant impacwill be prepared.

| find that the proposed project MAY have a sigrafit effect(s) on the environment,
and an ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT will be prepared.

| find that the proposed project MAY have a "potalhy significant impact” on the
environment, but at least one effect 1) has beeagwately analyzed in an earlier
document pursuant to applicable legal standardd, Znhas been addressed by
mitigation measures based on the earlier analgsteacribed on attached sheets. An
ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT is required, but it mustadyze only the effects
that remain to be addressed.

| find that although the proposed project could ehav significant effect on the

environment, because all potentially significanfeets (a) have been analyzed
adequately in an earlier ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENTrguant to applicable

standards, and (b) have been avoided or mitigatadsupnt to that earlier

ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT, including revisions or figation measures that
are imposed upon the proposed project, nothingduis required.

S Spmith_

Steve Smith, Ph.D.

Program Supervisor — CEQA

Planning, Rule Development, and Area
Sources

PR 410
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GENERAL EFFECTS OF THE PROPOSED PROJECT

Implementation of PR 410 is expected to reduce ©tom transfer station and MRF operations.

PR 410 will provide a more proactive approach tmaging and reducing odors. PR 410 does not
required construction of new transfer stations drAd, it imposes odor control requirements on

new and existing facilities. the analysis in tbiepter focus only on the potential environmental
impacts associated with installing odor controBroposals to build new transfer stations and
MRFs would be subject to CEQA process prior to apgrand construction.

Summary of Rule Requirements that May Impact Enviroimental Areas:

Odors from transfer stations and MRFs are very-spegific, and depend upon a number of
different factors, including the type of waste, ypnoity to neighbors, types of odor controls at a
facility, among other factors. In addition, fatyilioperators use a variety of operating practices t
minimize offsite odors. Under PR 410, each facitiperator will be required to submit either a
Rule 410 OMP or an Alternative OMP. The OMP waléntify the particular type of equipment or
operating practice at each potential area for ddonation. The OMP is then reviewed by the
SCAQMD and approved or disapproved. Once the OdM&pproved, an approval letter is issued
with conditions specific to the content in the OMPhe approval letter is an enforceable document
which SCAQMD inspectors can use to ensure compianc

Proposed Odor Control for Odor Management Plans

SCAQMD staff identified 12 facilities that receit¢000 tons per day or less of municipal solid
waste. Five of the twelve facilities do not havelesed or partially enclosed tipping floors. dt i
assumed that these five facilities would installsting systems, and increase housekeeping
activities, such as sweeping, to reduce odorsanrdance with an approved OMP.

SCAQMD staff identified 27 facilities that receivaver 1,000 tons per day of solid waste.
Twenty-five of the facilities currently meet thenmimhum standards for tipping floor odor control
(misting systems or partial enclosures). SCAQMBffsassumes that, at the two facilities,
operators would add additional walls to existingidngs to control odors from the tipping floor.

Staff assumes that 12 facilities would need toaihshisting systems to reduce odors. All 27
facilities are expected to install weather statiand increase housekeeping activities.

Minimal _requirements _of odor _management plans that may _impact
environmental areas include:

» Facilities that process more than 250 tons perodlgyeenwaste are required to conduct all
greenwaste tipping, sorting and handling activitighin a physical barrier.

* Within 12 hours after recycled containers that aord dairy products or other organic
foodstuffs are bailed for shipment, operators aequired to store the containers
completely covered in a tarp or odor-impermeablenbm@ane, in a partial enclosure or in a
full enclosure.

» Facilities with permitted throughput greater tha@0D tons per day are required to install
a weather monitoring station or other Executiveid@if approved method to monitor
temperature, humidity, and wind speed and direction

» Sweeping tipping floors, transfer tunnels and edba inside and outside the facility where
trash accumulates is required at least once peatipg day.
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» Operators are required to cover open-top trucks tap-loading configuration within 15
minutes after loading and park pre-loaded truckisaslers in a covered location within 60
minutes of loading.

» Facilities with permitted throughput greater tha®0D tons per day are required to control
emissions from:

o Tipping floors by full or partial enclosure or othExecutive Officer approved
method.

o Minimizing drop heights from truck to tipping flooinstall a misting system at the
entrance or exit of the transfer tunnel based engling winds, or other Executive
Officer approved method.

o Fully or partially enclosing MRFs or other Execeati@fficer approved method.

» Facilities with permitted throughput equal or I¢isan 1,000 tons per day are required to
control emissions from:

o Tipping floors by full or partial enclosure, windafier, misting system or other
Executive Officer approved method.

Other rule requirements that may impact environmenal areas include:

* New facilities with a permitted throughput greatban 2,000 tons per day, modified
facilities with incremental increases in throughpfitmore than 1,000 tons per day, or
modified facility with a cumulative throughput ofame than 3,000 tons per day after
modifications are required to conduct tipping, s@rtand transfer operations within the
confines of an enclosure and demonstrate that tkeme residence or sensitive receptor
located within 1,000 feet of an odor generatingseu

» Facilities for which a new residence or sensitigeeptor is located within 1,000 feet of
any odor generating source at a facility would éguired to conduct tipping, sorting and
transfer operations within the confines of an esute.

Estimation or Evaluation of Impacts from Requiremerts for New or Modified Facilities

New transfer station or MRF operations or modifmatto any existing facility which would
increase solid waste throughput would be requioetbtains a new permit or modify and existing
solid waste permit and would also be required ttaiobany other applicable permits, such as
conditional use permits, etc.. These permits aseretionary permits. Any new or modified
discretionary permit would require CEQA analysissuant to CEQA Guidelines 815000, et seq.,
unless specifically exempt from the CEQA proce$he impacts and evaluation of those impacts
will be evaluated in CEQA analysis for those prtgec

Since the establishment of any new transfer statioMiRF operation or modification of any
existing facility that would increase throughputula be a result of a separate “CEQA” project,
the impacts from new or modified facilities are estimated or evaluated in this document. Any
impacts from these future projects would be spéiselaand are not required to be evaluated under
CEQA Guidelines §15145.

Estimation or Evaluation of Impacts from Requiremerts for Existing Facilities

PR 410 would result in primary and secondary emvitental impacts. Primary and secondary
impacts and evaluation of impacts from requiremeats PR 410 are evaluated in the
Environmental Checklist and Discussion below.
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ENVIRONMENTAL CHECKLIST AND DISCUSSION

Potentially  Less Than No
Significant  Significant
Impact
Impact Impact
l. AESTHETICS. Would the project:
a) Have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic
vista? O O ™M
b) Substantially damage scenic resources, including,
but not limited to, trees, rock outcroppings, and O O 7
historic buildings within a state scenic highway?
c) Substantially degrade the existing visual character
or quality of the site and its surroundings? O O ™M
d) Create a new source of substantial light or glare
which would adversely affect day or nighttime O O 7

views in the area?

SIGNIFICANCE CRITERIA
The proposed project impacts on aesthetics woultbhsidered significant if:

= The project will block views from a scenic highwarycorridor.

= The project will adversely affect the visual coniily of the surrounding area.

= The impacts on light and glare will be considergphificant if the project adds lighting
which would add glare to residential areas or seesieceptors.

DISCUSSION

a) through d) PR 410 includes provisions for aglfitrg odors from tipping floors, transfer
tunnels, green waste handling areas. Odor coffitiolthese areas includes full or partial
enclosures, misting systems and barriers. Wintost would provide temperature, humidity,
wind speed and wind direction information to asejgtrators in controlling odors. Since most of
the large facilities (25 of 27 facilities that hémanore than 1,000 tons per day of municipal solid
waste) already utilize appropriate odor controhtegues, and the capital cost difference between
full or partial enclosures and the other optionss{img systems); SCAQMD staff assumes that no
new enclosures would be built. Staff estimates #iathe remaining two large facilities with
existing partial enclosures, operators may adddalitianal wall to control odors. Most facility
operators are expected to rely on misting systenssmntrol odors.

PR 410 does not required construction of new tearsthtions or MRFs, but imposes odor control
requirements for new or existing affected facisitie Since the affected facilities are zoned for
industrial activities involving solid waste, thesual character of the vicinities of these faciitie

PR 410 2-5 July 2006



Draft Environmental Assessment

may already be impacted. The addition of mistipgteams, weather stations and the addition of
walls to existing partial enclosures required by #IR is not expected to change or may slightly
improve the visual characteristics in the vicirofythe affected facilities.

Implementing the proposed rule may improve the alistharacter of affected facilities by

requiring additional housekeeping operations. PR #& not expected to result in shifting

operating hours from day to evening hours Assalteéhe proposed project is not anticipated to
create or require any new sources of light or glelneeh would adversely affect day or nighttime

views in any scenic areas.

Based on the above discussion, the proposed piisject expected to have a significant adverse
impact on aesthetics. Since no significant advienpacts are anticipated, no mitigation measures
are required.

Potentially  Less Than No
Significant  Significant  Impact
Impact Impact
II.  AGRICULTURE RESOURCES. Would the
project:
a) Convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or [ (| M

Farmland of Statewide Importance (Farmland), as
shown on the maps prepared pursuant to the
Farmland mapping and Monitoring Program of
the California Resources Agency, to non-
agricultural use?

b) Conflict with existing zoning for agriculturaka, O O ™M
or a Williamson Act contract?

c) Involve other changes in the existing environmen [ (| ™M
which, due to their location or nature, could résul
in conversion of Farmland, to non-agricultural
use?

SIGNIFICANCE CRITERIA
Project-related impacts on agricultural resourcesild/ be considered significant if any of the
following conditions are met:

= The proposed project conflicts with existing zonorgagricultural use or Williamson Act
contracts.

= The proposed project will convert prime farmlandique farmland or farmland of
statewide importance as shown on the maps prepanestiant to the farmland mapping
and monitoring program of the California Resour&gency, to non-agricultural use.
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= The proposed project would involve changes in tkistieg environment, which due to
their location or nature, could result in convenstd farmland to non-agricultural uses.

DISCUSSION

a) and ¢) PR 410 would reduce odors from trarstfgtions and MRFs. The proposed rule does
not, however, require the acquisition of any laadthe construction of any building or structure
and does not require conversion of farmland torotises. The proposed amendments would not
convert any existing, prime or unique farmland tooa-agricultural use; nor would the proposed
rule would cause other changes to the existingrenment which would result in the conversion
of any existing, prime or unique farmland to a ragmicultural use. Any construction required to
reduce odors would occur on-site at existing faedi Affected new facilities would undergo a
project-specific analysis pursuant to CEQA to datee any affects on agricultural resources and
is outside the scope of the proposed project.

b) The proposed rule would reduce odors from feanstations and MRFs operations in the
district. The proposed rule has no effect on, aodld not conflict with existing zoning or any
Williamson Act contracts.

Based on the above discussion, the proposed piisject expected to have a significant adverse
impact on agricultural resources. Since no sigaift adverse impacts are anticipated, no
mitigation measures are required.

Potentially  Less Than No
Significant  Significant  Impact
Impact Impact
lll.  AIR QUALITY. Would the project:
a) Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the [ O M
applicable air quality plan?
b) Violate any air quality standard or contribute t O %} O
an existing or projected air quality violation?
c) Resultin a cumulatively considerable net insesa N %} N

of any criteria pollutant for which the project
region is non-attainment under an applicable
federal or state ambient air quality standard
(including releasing emissions that exceed
quantitative thresholds for ozone precursors)?

d) Expose sensitive receptors to substantial @oitut O %} O
concentrations?

e) Create objectionable odors affecting a substanti [ O M
number of people?
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Potentially  Less Than No
Significant ~ Significant  Impact
Impact Impact
f)  Diminish an existing air quality rule or future O (| M

compliance requirement resulting in a significant
increase in air pollutant(s)?

SIGNIFICANCE CRITERIA
Impacts will be evaluated and compared to the Bggmce criteria in Table 2-1. If impacts equal
or exceed any of the following criteria, they via# considered significant.

DISCUSSION

(&) Pursuant to the provisions of both the staid f@deral CAA, the SCAQMD is required to
attain the federal ambient air quality standardsafbcriteria pollutants. The SCAQMD's planning
document which sets forth policies and measurexhieve federal and state air quality standards
in the region is the AQMP. The AQMP includes measuvhich target stationary, mobile and
indirect sources. These measures are based ahléeasethods of attaining ambient air quality
standards. The AQMP does not specifically consgagontrol measure regulating transfer stations
and MRFs.

The SCAQMD Governing Board, however, approved Enmental Justice Initiatives in October
of 1997 and enhancements to those initiatives ptedeber of 2002. The Environmental Justice
Workplan for 2003-2004 directed SCAQMD staff togaee a white paper on cumulative impacts.
In September 2003, the Governing Board approved Ghenulative Impacts White Paper,
including Control Strategy #10, recommending depelent of a Pilot Odor Abatement Program
in order to prevent exposure to odors. PR 410disext result of a strategy proposed in the White
Paper on Potential Control Strategies to Addressnlative Impacts from Air Pollution
(Cumulative Impacts White Paper). Due to a higimber of nuisance odor complaints from
transfer stations and processing facilities, thaustry was selected for development of the pilot
odor rule. Development of an odor control rulel wot conflict or obstruct implementation of the
AQMP.

(b), (c) and (f) Potential secondary emission eases might occur from construction and
operations of odor controls and increased sweepagal Incremental emission increases from
these activities are described in the following sadbons and detailed in Appendix C. The
analyses in the following subsections show thatemidl adverse air quality impacts from

implementing PR 410 do not exceed the applicabl@&Eignificance thresholds in Table 2-1

and; therefore, are not expected to create sigmifiadverse construction air quality impacts.
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Table 2-1
Air Quality Significance Thresholds

Mass Daily Thresholds’

Pollutant Construction ° Operation c
NOXx 100 Ibs/day 55 Ibs/day
VOC 75 Ibs/day 55 Ibs/day
PM10 150 Ibs/day 150 Ibs/day
SOx 150 Ibs/day 150 Ibs/day
CO 550 Ibs/day 550 Ibs/day
Lead 3 Ibs/day 3 Ibs/day
Toxic Air Contaminants (TACs) and Odor Thresholds
TACs Maximum Incremental Cancer Rigk10 in 1 million
(including carcinogens and non- Hazard Index 1.0 (project increment)
carcinogens)
Odor Project creates an odor nuisance pursuar€ Q81D
Rule 402
Ambient Air Quality for Criteria Pollutants d
NO2 SCAQMD is in attainment; project is significanttif
causes or contributes to an exceedance of theniolp
1-hour average attainment standards:
annual average 0.25 ppm (state)
0.053 ppm (federal)
PM10
24-hour average 10.4ug/m® (recommended for constructi§® 2.5 ug/m®

annual geometric average

annual arithmetic mean (operation)

1.0 pg/m®
20 pg/m®
Sulfate
24-hour average 25 pg/m®
(6{0) SCAQMD is in attainment; project is significanttif
causes or contributes to an exceedance of theniolp
1-hour average attainment standards:
8-hour average 20 ppm (state)

9.0 ppm (state/federal)

2 Source: SCAQMD CEQA Handbook (SCAQMD, 1993)

® Construction thresholds apply to both the Souths€aa Basin and Coachella Valley (Salton Sea amjaVe Desert Air Basins).
¢ For Coachella Valley, the mass daily thresholdsfreration are the same as the construction thigsh

4 Ambient air quality thresholds for criteria pokints based on SCAQMD Rule 1303, Table A-2 unldssraiise stated.

¢ Ambient air quality threshold based on SCAQMD R403.

KEY: Ibs/day = pounds per day ppm = parts per million ug/m® = microgram per cubic meter > greater than or equal to
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Construction Activity Impacts

PR 410 may require construction to install mistaygtems, additional walls for partial enclosures,
wind barriers and weather stations. The followsngpsections describe construction activities that
may occur to install odor control equipment. Camndion of misting systems and weather stations
are not expected to require diesel constructiompaaent.

Construction of wind barriers would require thetatiation of a series of posts with wind
resistance material placed between the posts. t@otien of wind barriers is not expected to
require, much if any, construction equipment (fiitkhnd cement mixer). Wind barriers are
expected to be built at all eleven facilities wailtdoor green waste operations.

Construction of additional walls for existing pattienclosures is expected to require the most
construction in terms of numbers of equipment artivity levels of equipment. SCAQMD staff
estimates that an additional 200-foot long, 24-fogh wall would need to be built at two
facilities. It was assumed that concrete tilt-ugdlgswould be constructed as a worst-case scenario.
Concrete tilt-up walls would require at least twimapes of construction. The first phase would
require the pouring of concrete into forms to eeehie walls. The second phase would require a
crane to tilt the walls into place. It is expectédt the walls would be constructed out of light
gauge steel sheeting. Light gauge steel sheetiogidwrequire fewer emissions, since steel
sheeting would not require concrete mixers and bepuilt without the need of a crane. Peak
daily construction emissions to build two tilt-upaNe are shown in Table 2-2. Detailed
construction assumptions, methodology, and calionatare presented in Appendix C.

Table 2-2
Construction Impacts from Installation of Two Tilt- up Walls and Three Wind Batrriers

Sources CO VOC NOx SOx | PM10
Ib/day | Ib/day | Ib/day | Ib/day | Ib/day
Two Tilt-up Walls 23.4 4.8 48.8 2.2 2.2
Three Wind Barrier Emissions 14.8 3.0 32. 2. 1
Maximum Daily Emissions 38 8 81 4 4
Significance Threshold 550 75 100 15( 15
Exceed Significance? No No No No No

Construction at New Facilities

PR 410 does not require construction of new trarstigion or MRF facilities. After adoption of
PR 410, any construction of new facilities wouldwcfor reasons unrelated to PR 410. Like any
new land used project, a new facility would likddg subject to CEQA by the local land use
agency or CIWMB and, therefore, would be requiredundergo its own CEQA analysis.
Therefore, this analysis does not include impaamfnew facilities as this is considered to be
outside the scope of PR 410.

PR 410 is also not expected to require faciliteesignificantly modify their solid waste operations
or facilities, such that it would alter discretiopgermits other than the addition or modificatmn
odor techniques as described in PR 410. All mcdglifons potentially caused by PR 410 are
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examined in this Draft EA. Substantial modificatoto solid waste operations that would alter
existing discretionary permits would be subjectCBQA by the appropriate local agency and,
therefore, would be required to undergo its own @EQalysis. Therefore, this analysis does not
include impacts from modifications to facilitiesatrare not caused by PR 410.

Operational Activity Impacts

Sweeper Trucks

All affected facilities sweep their facilities urrdgtate requirements. PR 410 would required that
facilities with throughput greater than 100 tons gday would be required to sweep the tipping
floor, transfer tunnel and facility parameter omee day as part of their OMPs. Some existing
transfer station and MRF operators currently swtepr facilities on a daily basis. To be
conservative, it was assumed that an additionat wiiltravel would be swept per day at all 48
transfer stations or MRFs for a total of 48 miles gay. Estimated emissions from sweeper trucks
traveling an additional 48 miles per day are presg&m Table 2-3.

Odor Maskants or Neutralizer Delivery Truck Trips

Odor maskants or neutralizers are not required Ry P0; however, facilities that have misting
systems typically add odor maskants or neutralize@nly facilities greater with throughput
greater than 250 tons per day are required to imgxhe Level 1 or Level 2 control strategies. Only
40 of the affected facilities have throughput geedhan 250 tons per day. It was assumed as a
worst-case that each of the 40 facilities with tigioput greater than 250 tons per day would use
one delivery of odor maskant or neutralizer a we€ke delivery per facility per week would be
an average of eight trips per day [(40 faciliti€s)flay/week) = 8 deliveries per day]. To be
conservative, it was assumed that 16 deliverieslagmwould occur. It was also assumed that each
delivery truck travels 80 miles round trip (40 rsilper one way trip). Estimated emissions from
truck delivery of odor maskants or neutralizers@esented in Table 2-3.

Odor Maskants or Neutralizer VOC Emissions

Odor maskants and neutralizers may contain VOCseodDrants and odor neutralizers are
typically use in a ratio of one part odor maskanheutralizer to 500 parts water and was used for
this analysis. Based on a review of odor maskantsneutralizer MSDSs, the worst-case VOC
content was estimated to be 10 percent. Mistinzzleoparameters used in this analysis were
supplied by vendors. Table 2-3 shows that an estich17.6 pounds of VOC are emitted per day
from the use of odor maskants or odor neutralizddetailed assumptions and calculations are
presented in Appendix C.

The total operational emissions from complying WitR 410 are presented in Table 2-3, and, as
shown in the table, are below the significanceshotds presented in Table 2-1. Therefore, PR
410 is not significant for operational criteria jpdédnt emissions.
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Table 2-3
Operational Emission Summary

Source CO VOC NOXx SOx | PM10
Ib/day | Ib/day | Ib/day | Ib/day | Ib/day
Sweeper 0.6 0.1 1.7 0.02 0.4
Odor Maskant/Neutralizer Delivery Truckss 6.3 1.7 535 05 0.8
Odor Maskant/Neutralizer Emissions 17.6
Total Operational Emissions 6.9 19.4 37.2 0.5 0] ¢}
Operational Significance Threshold 550 55 55 150 150
Exceed Significance? NO NO NO NO NG

Health Risk Analysis

Diesel particulate exhaust is classified as a nagen. Diesel exhaust is emitted both from
construction equipment during construction and freweepers and odor maskant or neutralizer
delivery trucks during operation. No other air itopollutants were identified from activities
associated with the adoption of PR 410.

Carcinogenic health risk is estimated over a 70-y@gosure duration for risk management
purposes. Since carcinogenic health risk valueslaveloped from long-term studies, it is unclear
if these values are valid for short time scalebe $hortest exposure duration allowed by OEHHA
is nine years. Since construction required by PRMPs would occur over a couple of days,
carcinogenic health risk was not estimated fronstoigtion equipment diesel exhaust particulate.

The incremental increase in sweeper truck, and oumskant and/or neutralizer delivery truck
deliveries would occur over the life span of théstmng transfer station or MRF operations. Since
health risk analysis is a localized impact, diesélaust particulate emissions from increase use or
delivery at an existing facility were estimatedngsiworst-case health risk parameters. Diesel
exhaust particulate emissions are presented inl detAppendix C. Health risk was estimated
according to the Tier Il procedures presented enRisk Assessment Procedures for Rules 1401
and 212, Version 7.0, July 1, 2005 with parameftens1 Attachment L. While these procedures
were developed for permitted stationary sources,ntlethodology is applicable to any stationary
source emitting toxic air pollutants over an exeshdength of time. Since health risk is a
localized analysis, the analysis included dieseti@date emissions from truck deliveries and
sweeper trips at a single facility. Maximum caogenic risk from operational diesel exhaust
particulate emissions from a typical affected facivas estimated to be 0.1 in a million. This is
less than the carcinogenic health risk significaticeshold of 10 in a million. The chronic non-
carcinogenic hazard index was estimated to be GdxOdhe respiratory system, which is less than
the chronic non-carcinogenic significance threshafld.0. An acute non-carcinogenic reference
exposure limit has not been established so no awomecarcinogenic hazard index could be
estimated.

SCAQMD staff identified only two facilities of thé8 permitted facilities that are near to each
other. The facilities are across the street fraoheother. Although the Tier Il risk assessment

PR 410 2-12 July 2006



Draft Environmental Assessment

procedure was designed to estimate health risk &@mgle facility, the resulting health risk from
two or more facilities could be added togetherd@onservative estimate. However, the resulting
health risk would be conservative since the souemeptor distances, release parameters and
meteorological data affecting each source are elylito result in worst-case impacts at the same
receptor. Using this conservative approach theimagenic risk from two facilities would be 0.2

in a million (0.1 x 2), which is still less thanetltarcinogenic health risk significance threshdld o
10 in a million. The hazard index would be 0.008 the respiratory system, which is still less
than the chronic non-carcinogenic significanceghodd of 1.0.

Although no toxics were found in odor maskants eutralizer MSDSs compiled and reviewed by
SCAQMD staff, as a precaution, PR 410 includes igrom that requires odor maskants or
neutralizers to be non-toxic and meet all appliealical, state and federal requirements.
Therefore, there would be no health risk from teranaskants or neutralizers.

Therefore, the operational health risk is less teamificant for both carcinogenic and non-
carcinogenic health risk.

Conclusion

The intent of the proposed rule is to further reodors from transfer stations and MRFs in the
district. This would be accomplished through inmpémtation of OMPs required by PR 410.

Secondary emissions from construction and operaltiactivities may increase criteria and toxic

emissions; however, as shown above, the secondasgiens are below all applicable air quality

significance thresholds for construction and openat

As a result of the above analysis, the proposefeqrds not expected to violate any air quality
standards, contribute to an existing or projectedgaality violation, result in a cumulatively
considerable net increase of any criteria pollytantiminish an existing air quality rule or fugur
compliance requirement.

d) Sensitive receptors in the district are cutyeexposed to daily odors, criteria and toxic
pollutants. PR 410 would reduce odors from transfations and MRFs. PR 410 would expose
sensitive receptors to increased secondary emsssiés shown in the previous discussion, the
increased secondary criteria and toxic emissioasbatow all applicable significance thresholds
presented in Table 2-1. Therefore, sensitive ecepwould not be exposed to substantial
pollutant concentrations.

e) Odors are often associated with diesel emissidPotential odor impacts from the proposed
project are not expected to be significant becahseincremental increase in the operation of
heavy-duty construction vehicles, sweepers or dgliwould last for short periods of time so it is
not likely that substantial odors would accumulateny individual site. PR 410 is designed to
reduce odors from transfer station and MRF opearatio Therefore, PR 410 would reduce
objectionable odors affecting receptors neighbotiagsfer stations and MRFs.

Based on the above discussion, the proposed pisjaot expected to cause significant adverse air
guality impacts. Since no significant adverse iotpare anticipated, no mitigation measures are
required.
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Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than No
Significant  Impact
Impact

b)

d)

f)

BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES. Would the
project:

Have a substantial adverse effect, either dyjrect

or through habitat modifications, on any species
identified as a candidate, sensitive, or special
status species in local or regional plans, poljcies
or regulations, or by the California Department of
Fish and Game or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service?

Have a substantial adverse effect on any riparia
habitat or other sensitive natural community
identified in local or regional plans, policies, or
regulations, or by the California Department of
Fish and Game or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service?

Have a substantial adverse effect on federally
protected wetlands as defined by §404 of the
Clean Water Act (including, but not limited to,
marsh, vernal pool, coastal, etc.) through direct
removal, filling, hydrological interruption, or
other means?

Interfere substantially with the movement of any
native resident or migratory fish or wildlife
species or with established native resident or
migratory wildlife corridors, or impede the use of
native wildlife nursery sites?

Conflicting with any local policies or ordinarsce
protecting biological resources, such as a tree
preservation policy or ordinance?

Conflict with the provisions of an adopted Halbit
Conservation Plan, Natural Community
Conservation Plan, or other approved local,
regional, or state habitat conservation plan?

d

O
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Significance Criteria
Impacts on biological resources would be considsigaificant if any of the following criteria

apply:

= The project results in a loss of plant communitieanimal habitat considered to be rare,
threatened or endangered by federal, state or égmaicies.
= The project interferes substantially with the moeatof any resident or migratory wildlife

species.
= The project adversely affects aquatic communitiesugh construction or operation of the
project.
DISCUSSION

(&) and (b) In general, the net effect of PR 4Dl be reducing odors from odors from transfer
stations and MRFs in the district. Since any amasion would occur on-site in existing industrial
facilities, and is not expected to involve earthingvoperations; there are no provisions in the
proposed rule that require or result in any spedfsturbance of undisturbed habitat or have a
direct or indirect impact on plant or animal specieNo reductions in sensitive plant or animal
species are expected to result from implementirgy ddor control measures outlined in the
proposed rule. No riparian habitat or other seresihatural community would be affected by
PR 410.

(c) The proposed rule is expected to incrementatiyease existing efforts at existing facilities i
the district to control odors. The proposed progmes not require any direct removal, filling,
hydrological interruption, or other activities ior near, wetland areas as defined by 8404 of the
Clean Water Act (CWA). Thus, no adverse effectshase areas are expected.

(d), (e) and (f) Construction to install mistingseems and weather stations; addition additional
walls to partial enclosures; and install wind bensiis anticipated to occur at existing affected
facilities. The proposed rule is expected to ineeatally increase existing efforts in the disttict
control odors. There are no provisions in the psagal rule that conflicts with any local policies or
ordinances that protect biological resources, agliHabitat Conservation Plans. The proposed
project would not interfere with the movement of arative or migratory animals, affect wildlife
corridors, or impede the use of native wildlife seny sites.

Based on the above discussion, the proposed plisjectt expected to have a significant adverse
impact on biological resources. Since no signifiGdverse impacts are anticipated, no mitigation
measures are required.
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Potentially  Less Than No
Significant  Significant  Impact
Impact Impact
V. CULTURAL RESOURCES. Would the
project:
a) Cause a substantial adverse change in the [ O M
significance of a historical resource as defined in
815064.5?
b) Cause a substantial adverse change in the [ O M

significance of an archaeological resource
pursuant to §15064.5?

c) Directly or indirectly destroy a unique O O M
paleontological resource or site or unique
geologic feature?

d) Disturb any human remains, including those [ O M
interred outside formal cemeteries?

SIGNIFICANCE CRITERIA
Impacts to cultural resources would be consideiggafcant if:

= The project results in the disturbance of a sigaiit prehistoric or historic archaeological
site or a property of historic or cultural signditce to a community or ethnic or social
group.

= Unique paleontological resources are present thdtlde disturbed by construction of the
proposed project.

= The project would disturb human remains.

DISCUSSION

a) through d) In general, the net effect of theppised rule would be to reduce odors at existing
transfer stations and MRF operations across thaalisAny construction would occur at existing
transfer stations or MRFs in locations that havenbpreviously disturbed (i.e., roads, storage
piles, existing equipment). The proposed rule wotgquire the addition of odor control
technology or techniques as a part of OMPs. Thpgsed rule does not require the demolition of
buildings or structures. Construction of additiowalls to existing partial enclosures is expected
at two affected facilities. Staff expects that stoacting new walls would be accomplished by
adding tilt-up walls on previously paved areas.e Bddition of wind screens and misting systems
would require minor construction and is not expedi® involve heavy construction equipment.
Therefore, no earthmoving would be required atcidfe facilities to comply with PR 410. Since
construction would occur on previously disturbedeasr in existing industrial facilities,
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construction activities are not expected to advgraffect cultural resources. No changes to
historic, archaeological or paleontological resesror unique geologic features are required upon
implementation of the proposed rule. Since allivdats associated with PR 410, with the
exception of sweeping, would occur on-site; noutlsince of human remains or cemeteries is
anticipated as a result of adopting and implemerttie proposed project.

Based on the above discussion, the proposed piisject expected to have a significant adverse
impact on cultural resources. Since no significahterse impacts are anticipated, no mitigation
measures are required.

Potentially  Less Than No
Significant  Significant  Impact
Impact Impact
VI. ENERGY. Would the project:
a) Conflict with adopted energy conservation pPans O O M
b) Result in the need for new or substantiallgrai O O |
power or natural gas utility systems?
c) Create any significant effects on local or oegil O O M
energy supplies and on requirements for additional
energy?
d) Create any significant effects on peak and base [ O M
period demands for electricity and other forms of
energy?
e) Comply with existing energy standards? O O M

SIGNIFICANCE CRITERIA
The impacts to energy and mineral resources woellcbibsidered significant if any of the
following criteria are met:

= The project conflicts with adopted energy conseovaplans or standards.

= The project results in substantial depletion osg®g energy resource supplies.

= An increase in demand for utilities impacts therent capacities of the electric and natural
gas utilities.

* The project uses non-renewable resources in a fubatel/or inefficient manner.

DISCUSSION

a) through e) In general, the net effect of theppsed rule would be to reduce odors from transfer
station and MRF operations in the district. Thame no provisions within the proposed rule which
would conflict with adopted energy conservationnglaresult in the need for additional power or
natural gas, create impacts on local or regionatgnsupplies, impact existing energy standards,
or affect peak and base demands for electricigtloer forms of energy.
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Minor increases in diesel fuel use would occur migiihe constructions of walls at two affected
facilities onto existing partial enclosures andhirany increased sweeping required by the OMPs.
Construction of the walls is expected to take thss three days at each facility using an average
of three pieces of construction equipment per @ avith a horsepower of 194 or less. Based on
these assumptions the amount of diesel fuel ugetbfwstruction is assumed to be insignificant.

SCAQMD staff estimates that approximately 48 faeii would be affected by PR 410. Assuming
that operators sweep on average approximately dieeofiroad at each facility, approximately 48
miles per day would be swept. EMFAC2002 estim#tesdiesel fuel economy for a high-duty
truck traveling 15 miles per hour to be 4.65 mpes gallon. Therefore, approximately ten gallons
of diesel fuel would be used per day by sweepd® fdcilities x 1 mile)/4.65 miles/gallon = 10
gallons).

Affected facilities with throughput greater thanO2tons per day may also choose to use odor
maskants or neutralizers. Assuming that all 4Qifi@és with throughput greater than 250 tons per
day used odor maskants or neutralizers, and thatdefivery would be needed per week; the
average number of delivery trucks per day woulceigint. To be conservative SCAQMD staff
doubled the average number of eight truck tripsixteen truck trips per day. SCAQMD staff
assumes an average round trip of 80 miles. Thexr&fd5 gallons of diesel would be required to
complete the delivery of odor maskants and or aémérs ((16 trips x 80 miles/trip)/4.65
miles/gallon = 275 gallons).

The total amount of diesel that might be used #rdR20 would be about 285 gallons per day. The
California Energy Commission estimates that appnaxely five billion gallons of diesel fuel is
used per year in Califorrfia An increase of 285 gallons per day would begini§icant and is not
considered to be a wasteful use of an energy resour

If all affected facilities were to prepare PR 41MBs, 40 of the facilities would be required to
identify and implement Level 1 or Level 2 contrtiasegies. Of the 40 facilities, 18 facilities leav
existing misting systems. If the remaining operaiostalled misting systems at the remaining 22
facilities, it is estimated that an additional 223lilowatts per day would be required to power
pumps associated with the misting system. Accgrdinthe Los Angeles Department of Water
and Power’'s (DWP) Draft 2006 Integrated Resour@,P23 million megawatt hours of power
were sold in 2005. The 1,312 kilowatts per day Mdoe less than a fraction of a percent of the 23
million megawatts. DWP is only one of the energpgiers that would supply affected facilities;
DWP alone would be able to accommodate the enesggeu Therefore, the 1,312 kilowatts per
day would be less than significant and not considiéo be wasteful use of an energy resource.

Based on the above discussion, the proposed piisject expected to have a significant adverse
impact on energy resources. Since no significdwese impacts are anticipated, no mitigation
measures are required.

2 California Energy Commission, California AlternagiFuels Infrastructure Program Evaluation 2003pBer 2003.
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Potentially  Less Than No
Significant  Significant  Impact
Impact Impact
VIl. GEOLOGY AND SOILS. Would the project:
a) Expose people or structures to potential subatan O O M

adverse effects, including the risk of loss, injury
or death involving:
« Rupture of a known earthquake fault, as [0 O ]
delineated on the most recent Alquist-Priolo
Earthquake Fault Zoning Map issued by the
State Geologist for the area or based on other
substantial evidence of a known fault?

« Strong seismic ground shaking? O O |
» Seismic—related ground failure, including O O M
liquefaction?
+ Landslides? O O M
b) Result in substantial soil erosion or the logs O O M
topsoil?
c) Be located on a geologic unit or soil that is [ O M
unstable or that would become unstable as a result
of the project, and potentially result in on- or
off-site landslide, lateral spreading, subsidence,
liuefaction or collapse?
d) Be located on expansive soil, as defined in &dabl [ O M
18-1-B of the Uniform Building Code (1994),
creating substantial risks to life or property?
e) Have soils incapable of adequately supportieg th [ O M

use of septic tanks or alternative waste water
disposal systems where sewers are not available
for the disposal of waste water?

SIGNIFICANCE CRITERIA
Impacts on the geological environment would be ired significant if any of the following
criteria apply:

= Topographic alterations would result in significahtatnges, disruptions, displacement,
excavation, and compaction or over covering ofdaagiounts of soil.
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= Unique geological resources (paleontological resegior unique outcrops) are present that
could be disturbed by the construction of the psagioproject.

= Exposure of people or structures to major geolbgizards such as earthquake surface
rupture, ground shaking, liquefaction or landslides

= Secondary seismic effects could occur which coalthage facility structures, e.g.,

liquefaction.
= Other geological hazards exist which could advgrafect the facility, e.g., landslides,
mudslides.
DISCUSSION

a), ¢), & d) The proposed rule is intended to oedwdors from transfer stations and MRF
operations. Odor control activities would occueaisting facilities, so any risks associated with
ground shaking, etc., are existing risks. Anydtice built to comply with PR 410 (wall, misting
systems, wind barriers, etc.) would have to compityh relevant requirements of the Uniform
Building Code and any other state, county and loityding and safety codes which account for
seismic activity. The proposed rule does not megthe construction of any building or new
structures that could be located on an unstabléogieounit or on expansive soil, which could
create substantial risks to life or property, buaymiequire additional control to be applied to
existing equipment.

b) The proposed rule does not contain any provssibat would require disruption of soils that
could result in soil erosion or loss of topsoilcaese odor controls are assumed to be built on
existing concrete paved areas. Dust control puatst@a Rule 403 would be required for any
construction occurring on exposed soils.

c) The installation of add-on controls at existaffected facilities to comply with the proposed
project is expected to conform to the Uniform Bunlyl Code and all other applicable state and
local building codes. As part of the issuancewfding permits, local jurisdictions are responsibl
for assuring that the Uniform Building Code is adfteto and can conduct inspections to ensure
compliance. The Uniform Building Code is considkte be a standard safeguard against major
structural failures and loss of life. The basiarialas used for the Uniform Building Code seismic
design require determination of the seismic zond site coefficient, which represents the
foundation condition at the site. The Uniform Blmlg Code requirements also consider
liquefaction potential and establish stringent rexraents for building foundations in areas
potentially subject to liquefaction. Thus, the pweed project would not alter the exposure of
people or property to geological hazards such abaaakes, landsides, mudslides, ground failure,
or other natural hazards.

e) The proposed rule does not include any prowsstbat require the installation of septic tanks or
alternative wastewater systems. Therefore, treer®ipossibility of installation of water disposal
systems in soils incapable of supporting them.

Based on the above discussion, the proposed pisjadt expected to have an adverse impact on
geology or soils. Since no significant adverseantp are anticipated, no mitigation measures are
required.
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Potentially  Less Than
Significant  Significant
Impact Impact

No
Impact

VIIl. HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS

a)

b)

d)

f)

9)

MATERIALS. Would the project:

Create a significant hazard to the public or the [ O
environment through the routine transport, use,
and disposal of hazardous materials?

Create a significant hazard to the public or the [ O
environment through reasonably foreseeable upset

and accident conditions involving the release of

hazardous materials into the environment?

Emit hazardous emissions, or handle hazardous or [ O
acutely hazardous materials, substances, or waste

within one-quarter mile of an existing or proposed

school?

Be located on a site which is included on a list of [ O
hazardous materials sites compiled pursuant to

Government Code 865962.5 and, as a result,

would create a significant hazard to the public or

the environment?

For a project located within an airport land use [ O
plan or, where such a plan has not been adopted,

within two miles of a public airport or public use

airport, would the project result in a safety hdzar

for people residing or working in the project area?

For a project within the vicinity of a private O O
airstrip, would the project result in a safety hdza
for people residing or working in the project area?

Impair implementation of or physically interfere O O
with an adopted emergency response plan or
emergency evacuation plan?
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Potentially  Less Than No
Significant  Significant  Impact
Impact Impact
h) Expose people or structures to a significant risk o [ O M

loss, injury or death involving wildland fires,

including where wildlands are adjacent to
urbanized areas or where residences are
intermixed with wildlands?

i)  Significantly increased fire hazard in areas with [ O M
flammable materials?

SIGNIFICANCE CRITERIA
The impacts associated with hazards would be cereidsignificant if any of the following occur:

= Non-compliance with any applicable design codesgulation.

= Non-conformance to National Fire Protection Assi@rastandards.

= Non-conformance to regulations or generally acakptdustry practices related to operating
policy and procedures concerning the design, cocistn, security, leak detection, spill
containment or fire protection.

= Exposure to hazardous chemicals in concentratiqual@o or greater than the Emergency
Response Planning Guideline (ERPG) 2 levels.

DISCUSSION

a) through c) In general, the net effect of PR wblild be to reduce odors from transfer stations
and MRF operations in the district. There are nwigions in the proposed rule which would
require or result in the routine transport, use,d@posal of hazardous materials; create a
significant hazard to the public; emit hazardousssians, or require the handling of hazardous
materials within one-quarter mile of an existingponposed school.

While there are no PR 410 requirements that ngeésshe use of odor maskants or neutralizers,
some operators may voluntarily choose to use of ogaskants or neutralizers with misters to
control odors. Although no toxics were found iroodnaskants or neutralizer MSDSs compiled
and reviewed by SCAQMD staff, as a precaution, BRR #hcludes provision that requires odor
maskants or neutralizers to be non-toxic and mdetagplicable local, state and federal
requirements. Further, it is the responsibilitytioé users to ensure that any odor maskants or
neutralizers they use is not prohibited for useh®s/Regional Water Quality Control Boards; the
California Air Resources Board; the U.S. EPA; applecable law, rule or regulation; and should
meet any specifications, criteria or test requibgdhe federal, state or local water agency. The
primary affect expected as a result of using odaskants or neutralizers is the potential for
groundwater contamination. This effect is discdssedetail under “IX. Hydrology and Water
Quality.” Odor maskants and neutralizers are ailyewidely use by transfer station and MRF
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operators that use misters. As a result, it isempected that any incremental increase in thelise
odor maskants or neutralizers would expose usetseqgoublic to hazardous materials.

d) Government code §865962.5 refers to hazardoggeweandling practices at facilities subject to
the Resources Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRARpny affected sites or operations are
identified on such a list, compliance with the pyegd project is not expected to affect in any way
any facility’s hazardous waste handling practices.

e) & f) The proposed project does not involve tise of hazardous materials that could adversely
affect air traffic or safety. Therefore, even aféal projects located within an airport land use
plan, within two miles of a public airport or withthe vicinity of a private airstrip are not expett

to generate significant adverse hazards or hazanthaterials impacts on air traffic or safety.

g) The proposed rule is intended to reduce odogdscantains no provisions that could interfere
with any adopted emergency response or evacuatns.p

h) & i) Any construction as a result of PR 410 webaccur on existing transfer station or MRF

operations. The proposed rule does not requirectimstruction of any building, structure or

facility in wildlands or any location that could mose people or structures to significant loss,
injury, or death involving wildland fires. Similgr complying with the proposed rule does not
require or involve the use of flammable materi&lat tcould increase fire hazards in areas with
flammable materials.

Based on the above discussion, the proposed prigenbt expected to create a hazard or
hazardous materials impact. Since no significaiveese impacts are anticipated, no mitigation
measures are required.

Potentially  Less Than No
Significant  Significant  Impact
Impact Impact
IX. HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY.
Would the project:
a) Violate any water quality standards or waste [l O M
discharge requirements?
b) Substantially deplete groundwater supplies or [ %} O

interfere substantially with groundwater recharge
such that there would be a net deficit in aquifer
volume or a lowering of the local groundwater
table level (e.g. the production rate of pre-eristi
nearby wells would drop to a level which would
not support existing land uses or planned uses for
which permits have been granted)?
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Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than No
Significant  Impact
Impact

d)

9)

h)

)
k)

Substantially alter the existing drainage pattar
the site or area, including through alterationhaf t
course of a stream or river, in a manner that
would result in substantial erosion or siltatiorr on
or off-site?

Substantially alter the existing drainage pattar

the site or area, including through alterationhaf t
course of a stream or river, or substantially
increase the rate or amount of surface runoff in a
manner that would result in flooding on- or
off-site?

Create or contribute runoff water which would
exceed the capacity of existing or planned
stormwater drainage systems or provide
substantial additional sources of polluted runoff?

Otherwise substantially degrade water quality?

Place housing within a 100-year flood hazaréare
as mapped on a federal Flood Hazard Boundary
or Flood Insurance Rate Map or other flood
hazard delineation map?

Place within a 100-year flood hazard area
structures which would impede or redirect flood
flows?

Expose people or structures to a significark ok
loss, injury or death involving flooding, including
flooding as a result of the failure of a levee or
dam?

Inundation by seiche, tsunami, or mudflow?
Exceed wastewater treatment requirements of the

applicable Regional Water Quality Control
Board?

O

O

d

O

O ]
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Potentially  Less Than No
Significant  Significant  Impact
Impact Impact
[)  Require or result in the construction of new evat O O M

or wastewater treatment facilities or expansion of
existing facilities, the construction of which cdul
cause significant environmental effects?

m) Require or result in the construction of newrsto O O M
water drainage facilities or expansion of existing
facilities, the construction of which could cause
significant environmental effects?

n) Have sufficient water supplies available to serv O M O
the project from existing entitlements and
resources, or are new or expanded entitlements
needed?

0) Require in a determination by the wastewater O %} O
treatment provider which serves or may serve the
project that it has adequate capacity to serve the
project's projected demand in addition to the
provider's existing commitments?

SIGNIFICANCE CRITERIA
Potential impacts on water resources would be densd significant if any of the following
criteria apply:

wW

ater Quality:

The project will cause degradation or depletiogmiund water resources substantially
affecting current or future uses.

The project will cause the degradation of surfaegewsubstantially affecting current
or future uses.

The project would result in a violation of Nation@bllutant Discharge Elimination
System (NPDES) permit requirements.

The capacities of existing or proposed wastewaeatinent facilities and the sanitary
sewer system are not sufficient to meet the neette@roject.

The project results in substantial increases imatlea of impervious surfaces, such that
interference with groundwater recharge efforts ogcu

The project results in alterations to the coursioov of floodwaters.

Water Demand:

The existing water supply does not have the cap&zimeet the increased demands of
the project, or the project would use a substaatiaunt of potable water.

PR 410
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= The project increases demand for water by morefikammillion gallons per day.

DISCUSSION

There are potential water resource impacts that Ineagenerated by misting systems expected to
be used for odor control at transfer station andFM#perations throughout the district. The

project-specific impacts are divided into two majmpact categories - water quality and water

demand.

Potential Water Quality Impacts from Deodorants andOdor Neutralizers

a), ), k), I) & m) The following paragraphs deber the characteristics of odor maskants or
neutralizers and their potential to adversely aftgoundwater or surface water. (The SCAQMD

does not endorse any particular product, but doeswrage the use of environmentally safe odor
maskants or neutralizers.) It should be noted #tthbugh many of these products and control
measures required for odor control are used toezsddRule 402 — Nuisance, the analyses in this
document are based on conservative assumptionaudemot all operators may use misting

systems, or odor maskants or neutralizers.

While there are no PR 410 requirements that ngeésshe use of odor maskants or neutralizers,
some operators may voluntarily choose to use of ogaskants or neutralizers with misters to
control odors. Although no toxics were found iroodnaskants or neutralizer MSDSs compiled
and reviewed by SCAQMD staff, as a precaution, BRR #hcludes provision that requires odor
maskants or neutralizers to be non-toxic and mdetagplicable local, state and federal
requirements. Odor maskants/neutralizers are ofleeady used for odor control to avoid
violating Rule 402 and other nuisance regulationd kcal programs. In addition, it is the
responsibility of the users to ensure that any adaskants and/or neutralizers they use are not
prohibited for use by the Regional Water Qualityn@ol Boards; the California Air Resources
Board; the U.S. EPA; any applicable law, rule agulation; and should meet any specifications,
criteria or test required by the federal, statelamal water agency. Potential users of odor
maskants/neutralizers should contact local RWQGBsdtermine whether or not a product is
environmentally safe. Users must apply odor maskamd neutralizers in accordance with
manufacturers’ and RWQCB recommendations to ertbatevater quality is protected. Users are
currently required to ensure that any runoff doesmigrate to a surface body of water, and PR
410 would affect this requirement. Therefore, gogtential adverse impacts would be
insignificant.

Municipal solid waste and green waste includesriiceamount of liquid. The addition of water,
or odor maskants or neutralizers would increasatheunt of liquid in the waste. However, water
and odor maskants/neutralizes are typically appired fine mist-aerosol (10 micron diameter
droplets) from misting systems and typically evapeifrom the surface of the waste. The goal of
misting systems is to lightly wet the surface & #aste to reduce odors. Operators do not want to
saturate the waste, since it increases haulingidédpcost and fees. Water, odor maskants or
neutralizers that drain from the waste would betwaol, handled and/or treated like the existing
liquid that drains from the waste. If any liquide$ drain from the waste, the waste handling areas
of transfer facilities and MRFs are designed totwapliquids from waste. It is assumed that
misting system would be designed to prevent aniytiaddl run-off from the waste.
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Since misting systems are not expected to causeffuthe proposed rule does not have any
provisions that affect an existing affected fagilir site’s production of wastewater or discharge
infrastructure. As a result, the proposed proyectild not be expected to cause any facility to
exceed wastewater treatment requirements of anlycaple regional water quality control board.
Similarly, since the proposed project has no eféecproduction of wastewater at any affected site
or facility, construction of new, or expansion ofisting wastewater treatment plants or storm
water drainage facilities is not expected as alreguadopting and implementing the proposed
rule. Therefore, the proposed project would nategate significant adverse impacts to water
quality.

Potential Water Demand Impacts from Misting Systems

b), n) & 0) The proposed rule is intended to redadors from transfer stations and MRFs. As
noted in previous discussions, implementing theppsed rule could incrementally increase the
use of misting systems at these affected facilthesughout the district.

Misting with water, odor maskants or neutralizesurrently being used as one of a number of
odor suppression methods for transfer stationsMRéFs. State nuisance law (Cal. Health and
Safety Code 8§ 41700) restricts odors to levelsdibanot "... cause injury, detriment, nuisance, or
annoyance to any considerable number of person® t¢he public..." Eighteen facilities are
believed to use misters for the tipping floor. fdailities are assumed to use misters for transfer
tunnels.

Implementation of the proposed rule would createnaremental additional demand for water in
odor activities. Water could be used by itself fiaet suppression, or in conjunction with certain
odor control agents. A worst-case scenario wasldped based on the assumption that all
facilities would use water in misters and that ffecied facilities currently use misters. Eighteen
facilities currently use misters to control odoBased on the permitted solid waste levels from the
CIWMB's Solid Waste Information System, assumptiafsthe area required to process the
permitted tonnage, and information provided by a&tmg system vendor an estimated 37,000
gallons of water would be required per day from ters for the remaining 22 facilities that
currently do not have misters used according todAP&® OMPs. This is less than the significance
threshold of five million gallons per day. Thenefpthe water usage associated with PR 410 is
less than significant.

Other Potential Impacts

c), d) & e) The proposed project does not invaitering the course of any stream or river, nor is
it expected to alter any existing drainage patem@ffected sites that could result in soil erosion
provide additional sources of polluted runoff. Tgreposed project does involve increasing odor
control practices at affected sites or facilitieldowever, the volume of water anticipated to be
used would not substantially increase the ratevauat of surface runoff at any affected facility in
the district in a manner that would result in floay either on- or offsite, since the rule only
requires that operators at affected facilities oedodor from waste.

0), h), i) & j) The proposed project does not rieguhe construction of any buildings or other
structure in a 100-year flood hazard area, whialdccanpede or redirect flood flows. Similarly,
the proposed project does not involve construabiostructures, levees, or dams that could expose
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people or structures to a significant risk of lasgyry or death resulting from the failure of ade
or dam. Finally, the proposed project does notireqconstruction of buildings or any other
structures in or near areas that could be inundatesttiche, tsunami, or mudflow.

Based on the above discussion, the proposed pisjadt expected to have an adverse impact on
hydrology and water quality. Since no significadiverse impacts are anticipated, no mitigation
measures are required.

Potentially  Less Than No
Significant ~ Significant  Impact
Impact Impact
X.  LAND USE AND PLANNING. Would the
project:
a) Physically divide an established community? O O M
b) Conflict with any applicable land use plan, pgli O O M

or regulation of an agency with jurisdiction over
the project (including, but not limited to the
general plan, specific plan, local coastal program
or zoning ordinance) adopted for the purpose of
avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect?

c) Conflict with any applicable habitat conservatio O O M
or natural community conservation plan?

SIGNIFICANCE CRITERIA
» Land use and planning impacts will be considergdicant if the project conflicts with
the land use and zoning designations establishéalchyjurisdictions.

DISCUSSION

a) through c) The net effect of PR 410 would redeclors from transfer station and MRF
operations in the district. No land use or plagniequirements would be altered by the proposed
project. The proposed amendments would not phfsidavide an established community, nor
conflict with any land use, habitat conservatiomatural community conservation plans.

PAR 410 does not require the construction of nesilifi@s or modify the solid waste throughput
at existing facilities. Both the construction awn facilities and the modification of solid waste
throughput would require new or modified discrefiopnpermits. Therefore, it is expected that any
future new facilities or modification of solid wasthroughput at existing facilities would be
reviewed under CEQA by the appropriate local pulblgency. Since future new facilities or
modification of solid waste throughput at existfagilities is not tied to this proposed project and
cannot be predicted, analysis of potential impact®nsidered speculative and therefore cannot be
analyzed at this time. Any environmental impactsf future new facilities or modification of
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solid waste throughput are expected to be analgzethg the CEQA review of that specific
project.

Based on the above discussion, the proposed piisjectt expected to have a significant adverse
impact on land use and planning. Since no sigmficadverse impacts are anticipated, no
mitigation measures are required.

Potentially  Less Than No
Significant  Significant  Impact
Impact Impact
Xl.  MINERAL RESOURCES. Would the project:
a) Result in the loss of availability of a known O O %}

mineral resource that would be of value to the
region and the residents of the state?

b) Result in the loss of availabilty of a O O A
locally-important mineral resource recovery site
delineated on a local general plan, specific plan o
other land use plan?

SIGNIFICANCE CRITERIA
Project-related impacts on mineral resources wbaldonsidered significant if any of the
following conditions are met:

= The project would result in the loss of availapilif a known mineral resource that would
be of value to the region and the residents o&tate.

= The proposed project results in the loss of avditabof a locally-important mineral
resource recovery site delineated on a local gépéaa, specific plan or other land use
plan.

DISCUSSION

a) and b) No provisions of the proposed rule iseexed to result in the loss of availability of

known mineral resources, such as aggregate, msneeat., or the loss of availability of a

locally-important mineral resource site. The nié¢cet of the proposed rule would reduce odors
from transfer station and MRF operations in théritis

Based on the above, no adverse impacts on miresalirces are expected. Since no significant
adverse impacts are anticipated, no mitigation omeagsare required.
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Potentially  Less Than No
Significant  Significant  Impact
Impact Impact
Xll. NOISE. Would the project result in:
a) Exposure of persons to or generation of noise [ O M

levels in excess of standards established in the
local general plan or noise ordinance, or
applicable standards of other agencies?

b) Exposure of persons to or generation of [ O M
excessive groundborne vibration or
groundborne noise levels?

C) A substantial permanent increase in ambient [J O M
noise levels in the project vicinity above levels
existing without the project?

d) A substantial temporary or periodic increase in [ O M
ambient noise levels in the project vicinity
above levels existing without the project?

e) For a project located within an airport land use [ O M
plan or, where such a plan has not been adopted,
within two miles of a public airport or public
use airport, would the project expose people
residing or working in the project area to
excessive noise levels?

f) For a project within the vicinity of a private O O M
airship, would the project expose people
residing or working in the project area to
excessive noise levels?

SIGNIFICANCE CRITERIA
Impacts on noise would be considered significant if

= Construction noise levels exceed local noise ordiea or, if the noise threshold is
currently exceeded, project noise sources incraaggent noise levels by more than three
decibels (dBA) at the site boundary. Constructinmise levels will be considered
significant if they exceed federal Occupationaledaand Health Administration (OSHA)
noise standards for workers.
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= The proposed project operational noise levels ekeawy of the local noise ordinances at
the site boundary or, if the noise threshold isrentty exceeded, project noise sources
increase ambient noise levels by more than threeatBhe site boundary.

DISCUSSION

a), b), ¢) & d) Noise is usually defined as souhdttis undesirable because it interferes with
speech communication and hearing, is intense entmudamage hearing, or is otherwise annoying
(unwanted noise). Sound levels are measured avgarithmic scale in decibels (dB). The
universal measure for environmental sound is théwaighted sound level, dBA, which is the
sound pressure level in decibels as measured onraldevel meter using the A-weighted filter
network. "A" scale weighting is a set of mathermeitfactors applied by the measuring instrument
to shape the frequency content of the sound inranerasimilar to the way the human ear responds
to sounds.

The State Department of Aeronautics and the Caldio€ommission of Housing and Community
Development have adopted the Community Noise Etpnvd evel (CNEL). The CNEL is the
adjusted noise exposure level for a 24-hour dayaedunts for noise source, distance, duration,
single event occurrence frequency, and time of daize CNEL considers a weighted average
noise level for the evening hours, from 7:00 ponl®:00 p.m., increased by five dBA, and the late
evening and morning hour noise levels from 10:08.go 7:00 a.m., increase by 10 dBA. The
daytime noise levels are combined with these wemli¢vels and averaged to obtain a CNEL
value. The adjustment accounts for the lower éolee of people to noise during the evening and
nighttime periods relative to the daytime period.

Federal, state and local agencies regulate enveatahand occupational, as well as, other aspects
of noise. Federal and state agencies generallyn@ste standards for mobile sources, while
regulation of stationary sources is left to locgkemacies. Local regulation of noise involves
implementation of General Plan policies and Noisai@nce standards, which are general
principles, intended to guide and influence develept plans. Noise Ordinances set forth specific
standards and procedures for addressing partinolae sources and activities. The Occupational
Safety and Health Administration (OSHA) sets anfbe®s noise standards for worker safety.

One example of local jurisdiction requirements nhigle the City of Los Angeles. EXxisting
operational noise generated from transfer statioMBF operations in Los Angeles would be
subject to the City of Los Angeles Noise Elementtid General Plan and/or the City of Los
Angeles Municipal Code. Table 2-4 summarizes thesgirements. Other local jurisdictions
typically have similar requirements.

Construction-Related Noise

PR 410 may require some construction to comply wetjuirements in the OMP. Sources which
may be expected to generate noise during temparanstruction activities might include
construction equipment, trucks, work-crew vehicutaffic, compressors and generators. Table
2-5 presents a range of noise levels for variopsdyof equipment that may be used at a typical
construction site. Because of the nature of tbividy, the types, numbers, periods of operation,
loudness of equipment, and distance to the clessstitive receptor/residence, will vary with each
construction phase and the size of the affectatityac
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Table 2-4
City of Los Angeles Noise Requirements

Operational Limit (exterior

Requirement Construction Limit (dBA) dBA except where noted)

Noise Element of the General 65 dBA CNEL or less - 65 dBA CNEL or less -

Plan of the City of Los Angelesconsidered "conditionally considered "conditionally
acceptable" for residential use. acceptable” for residential

use.
70-75 dBA CNEL - considered
"conditionally acceptable for 70-75 dBA CNEL -

industrial use". considered "conditionally
acceptable” for industrial
use.
City of Los Angeles Municipal Requires that noise levels Not applicable.
Code Chapter XI, Article 2, generated by construction
8112.05 equipment within a residential
zone not exceed 75 dBA.
City of Los Angeles Municipal Construction activities Not applicable.
Code Chapter IV, Article 1,  prohibited without a special
841.40 permit between the hours of

10:00 p.m. and 7:00 a.m.

Table 2-5
Typical Construction Noise Sources

Equipment Type Typical Range (decibels)
Tractors/Crawlers/Dozers (up to 450 hp 78 to 82
Diesel Trucks (100 to 400 hp) 72 to 81
Backhoe (85 hp) 76
Forklift (40 hp) 75
Air Compressor (25 hp or 230 hp) 75 or 80
Generator (22 hp or 550 hp) 73 or 85 @ rated hp

Construction activities at affected facilities tongply with PR 410 could result in increased noise
levels for a short duration, which will cease ogoestruction of the project is complete. Further,
transfer stations and MRF operations are typichiyated in industrial or commercial areas.
Transfer stations and MRF operations include largiemes of heavy-duty trucks and loaders,
which currently generate noise that would be simitathe noise generated by the construction
equipment required to install the odor controls.

In general, given ambient noise levels near aftetdeilities, noise attenuation (there is a six dBA
drop in noise levels per doubling of distance), awinpliance with local noise ordinances,
potential construction noise impacts are not exgeettt be significant.
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The proposed project affects primarily existingilfaes and would not generate excessive noise
levels outside the boundaries of the affectedifas| or expose people residing or working in the
project area to excessive noise levels. The pexppsoject requires no additional equipment to
the existing facilities which would cause noisedleto exceed ambient levels.

Operation-Related Noise

No provisions of the proposed rule would exposesqes to noise levels in excess of standards
established in local general plans or ordinancestamdards of other agencies. With the exception
of sweepers, none of the odor controls are expdotgdnerate noise (enclosures, barriers, misting
systems, weather stations, etc.) The proposeddads not require the addition of any structure,
building or facility that would expose people toogndborne vibration or noise, or increase
ambient noise levels during operation (either terapoor permanent). Street sweepers would
generate noise, but are expected to generate smmskar to the solid waste trucks and loaders
already used on-site. Since all affected facdisaeep their facilities under state requiremenis,
new sweepers are expected.

In general, given ambient noise levels near aftetdeilities, noise attenuation (there is a six dBA
drop in noise levels per doubling of distance), awinpliance with local noise ordinances,
potential operational noise impacts are not expktcide significant.

e) & f) No new structures, buildings or facilitiese required as part of the proposed project.
PR 410 may require additional walls, misting sysemwind barriers, and weather stations;
however, noise from these control systems and ewgnpis not expected to exceed the profiles of
existing structures at affected facilities, as sule the proposed rule is not anticipated to affiec
any way airport land use plans or private airstrifgmilarly, construction of odor controls is not
expected to affect airport land use plans or peizat strips.

Based on the above discussion, no adverse noisgctmpre expected as a result of the proposed
project. Since no significant adverse impactsaatecipated, no mitigation measures are required.
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Potentially  Less Than No
Significant  Significant  Impact
Impact Impact
XIll. POPULATION AND HOUSING. Would the
project:
a) Induce substantial growth in an area either [ O M

directly (for example, by proposing new homes
and businesses) or indirectly (e.g. through
extension of roads or other infrastructure)?

b) Displace substantial numbers of existing housing U O M
necessitating the construction of replacement
housing elsewhere?

c) Displace substantial numbers of people, O O M
necessitating the construction of replacement
housing elsewhere?

SIGNIFICANCE CRITERIA
The impacts of the proposed project on populatimhl@using would be considered significant if
the following criteria are exceeded:

= The demand for temporary or permanent housing escie existing supply.
* The proposed project produces additional populatioosing or employment inconsistent
with adopted plans either in terms of overall antarrocation.

DISCUSSION

a) through c) In general, the net effect of theppised rule would control odors from transfer

station and MRF operations in the district. Camnsion workers are assumed to be taken from the
existing local labor pool. None of the odor coldrare expected to require the need to hire
additional employees. Therefore, no provisionhaf proposed rule induces growth either directly
or indirectly; displaces any housing or substantiahbers of people, or requires the construction
of replacement housing.

Based on the above discussion, the proposed piisject expected to have a significant adverse
impact on population and housing. Since no sigaift adverse impacts are anticipated, no
mitigation measures are required.
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Potentially  Less Than No
Significant  Significant  Impact
Impact Impact

XIV. PUBLIC SERVICES. Would the proposal
result in substantial adverse physical impacts
associated with the provision of new or
physically altered governmental facilities, need
for new or physically altered government
facilities, the construction of which could cause
significant environmental impacts, in order to
maintain acceptable service ratios, response
times or other performance objectives for any of
the following public services:

a) Fire protection?

b) Police protection?

c) Schools?

d) Parks?

e) Other public facilities?

Oooono
Ooooono
NANRNFN

SIGNIFICANCE CRITERIA
= Impacts on public services would be considered ifsigmt if the project results in
substantial adverse physical impacts associatel thé provision of new or physically
altered governmental facilities, or the need fowner physically altered government
facilities, the construction of which could cauggngicant environmental impacts, in order
to maintain acceptable service ratios, response dinother performance objectives.

DISCUSSION

a) & b) The proposed rule would reduce odors ftaansfer station and MRF operations in the
district. The proposed project does not involve tise of hazardous materials so no impacts to
emergency responders, such as local fire or palemartments, are anticipated. Similarly, the
proposed project would not be expected to affeeinynway service ratios, response times or other
emergency responder performance objectives.

c), d) & e) No provision of the proposed rule riegsi the use of public services such as schools,
parks or other public facilities. As indicatedtie “Population and Housing” discussion, there are
no provisions in the proposed rule that would irelpopulation growth, which would require
construction of additional schools, parks, or otfemreational resources. As a result, it is not
expected that the proposed project would causeequinre physically altered public facilities.
Further, enforcement activities required by PR &blild be carried out by SCAQMD inspectors
as part of their normal duties.
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Based on the above discussion, the proposed piiejact expected to create a significant adverse
impact on public services. Since no significanteade impacts are anticipated, no mitigation
measures are required.

Potentially  Less Than No
Significant  Significant  Impact

Impact Impact
XV. RECREATION.
a) Would the project increase the use of existing [ O M
neighborhood and regional parks or other
recreational facilities such that substantial
physical deterioration of the facility would occur
or be accelerated?
b) Does the project include recreational facilitas O O M

require the construction or expansion of
recreational facilities that might have an adverse
physical effect on the environment?

SIGNIFICANCE CRITERIA
The impacts to recreation would be considered Sogmit if:

= The project results in an increased demand forhbeidhood or regional parks or other
recreational facilities.
= The project adversely affects existing recreatiamgdortunities.

DISCUSSION

a) and b) The proposed rule would reduce odora fransfer station and MRF operations in the
district. Because the proposed project is not ebgaeto induce or redirect population growth, no
provisions of the proposed rule would increasertbed for additional parks or other recreational
facilities, or cause the deterioration of existiagilities. The proposed rule does not require the
development or construction of new recreationallifees or require the expansion of existing
recreational facilities, which could have an adeerfect on the environment.

Based on the above discussion, the proposed plisjectt expected to have a significant adverse
impact on recreation. Since no significant advargeacts are anticipated, no mitigation measures
are required.
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Potentially  Less Than No
Significant  Significant  Impact
Impact Impact
XVI. SOLID/HAZARDOUS WASTE. Would the
project:
a) Be served by a landfill with sufficient permdte O O M

capacity to accommodate the project’s solid waste
disposal needs?

b) Comply with federal, state, and local statuted a O O M
regulations related to solid and hazardous waste?

SIGNIFICANCE CRITERIA
The proposed project impacts on solid/hazardousewasuld be considered significant if the
following occur:

= The generation and disposal of hazardous and noardhaus waste exceeds the capacity of
designated landfills.

DISCUSSION

a) and b) The proposed rule would reduce odors fransfer station and MRF operations in the
district. As stated earlier, no hazardous wastexgected to be generated by provisions of the
proposed rule. While the proposed rule would negudor controls as part of OMPs, no

provisions of the proposed project would genera&e Bolid waste streams or involve or require

new solid waste disposal activities directly. Agesult, no impacts on landfill capacity are

expected. The odor controls are not expectedtéofare with the operations at the transfer station
or MRF operations; therefore, implementation of pneposed rule would not impede or hinder in

any way compliance with any applicable federaltestar local statutes related to solid or

hazardous waste disposal.

Based on the above discussion, the proposed prigjewit expected to have significant adverse
impacts on solid and hazardous waste. Since nofisgnt adverse impacts are anticipated, no
mitigation measures are required.
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Potentially  Less Than No
Significant  Significant  Impact
Impact Impact
XVIl. TRANSPORTATION/TRAFFIC. Would the
project:
a) Cause an increase in traffic which is substhintia O O M

relation to the existing traffic load and capaaty
the street system (i.e., result in a substantial
increase in either the number of vehicle trips, the
volume to capacity ratio on roads, or congestion at
intersections)?

b) Exceed, either individually or cumulatively, a O O M
level of service standard established by the county
congestion management agency for designated
roads or highways?

c) Resultin a change in air traffic patterns, inchegi O O M
either an increase in traffic levels or a change in
location that results in substantial safety risks?

d) Substantially increase hazards due to a design [ O M
feature (e.g. sharp curves or dangerous
intersections) or incompatible uses (e.g. farm
equipment)?

e) Resultininadequate emergency access? O O
f)  Result in inadequate parking capacity? O O
g) Conflict with adopted policies, plans, or pragsa O O

supporting alternative transportation (e.g. bus
turnouts, bicycle racks)?

SIGNIFICANCE CRITERIA
The impacts on transportation/traffic would be ¢desed significant if any of the following
criteria apply:

= Peak period levels on major arterials are disrupdeal point where level of service (LOS)
is reduced to D, E or F for more than one month.

= An intersection’s volume to capacity ratio increayed.02 (two percent) or more when the
LOS is already D, E or F.
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= A major roadway is closed to all through traffiodano alternate route is available.

= There is an increase in traffic (e.g., 350 heaviy-dwuick round-trips per day) that is
substantial in relation to the existing traffic tband capacity of the street system.

= The demand for parking facilities is substantialigreased.

= Water borne, rail car or air traffic is substanyialltered.

= Traffic hazards to motor vehicles, bicyclists odestrians are substantially increased.

DISCUSSION

(@) & (b) The proposed rule would reduce odorsnftoansfer station and MRF operations in the
district. Most impacts would occur during constioic from construction worker, haul truck and
delivery truck trips to and from each site. Therstaease would require 20 two-way trips (16
construction worker commute trips and four hautkrtrips) from construction of odor controls
(construction of walls for existing partial encloss at two affected facilities). Traffic impacts
from construction trips would not be significantchase only 10 two way trips would occur for
each site, the two sites are not near each otherthe construction periods would be short in
duration. In the air quality section it was detemed that during operation one additional delivery
truck trip to each of the separate facilities peew would be required for odor neutralizers and
street sweeping after each shift would be requireBince there are forty facilities with a
throughput of 250 tons per day, forty weekly dalwé&uck trips would be 16 daily truck trips.
Eight additional delivery truck trips throughoutetdistrict are below the significance threshold of
350 trucks per day; and therefore, would not sigaiftly adversely impact traffic at any one
intersection or roadway segment. Street sweegingt expected to significantly adversely impact
traffic, because it would occur infrequently and $bort durations of time and primarily on-site.

c) There are no requirements in the proposedwhieh would affect air traffic patterns because
the proposed project does not involve transpodmyf individuals or materials by plane. Further,
as noted in the preceding discussion, the propogeddoes not generate an increase in traffic
levels or a change in location that results in tarigl safety risks to local airports or airstrips

d) & e) There are no provisions in the proposdd that require construction of design features
(e.g. sharp curves or dangerous intersectionsh@ympatible uses (e.g. farm equipment) that
could create traffic hazards or result in inadeguahergency access, transportation/traffic design
features, emergency access, or parking capacity.

f) & g) The proposed rule would not create an ewdhte emergency access situation or
inadequate parking capacity situation. There areraguirements in the proposed rule which
would affect adopted policies, plans, or programappsrting alternative transportation. The
proposed rule is intended to reduce odors fronstearstation and MRF operations in the district.

Based on the above discussion, the proposed rulat isxpected to generate a substantial number
of new vehicle trips and therefore would not havesignificant adverse impact on the
transportation systems within the district. Sinoesignificant adverse impacts are anticipated, no
mitigation measures are required.
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Potentially  Less Than No
Significant  Significant  Impact
Impact Impact
XVIIl.  MANDATORY FINDINGS OF
SIGNIFICANCE.
a) Does the project have the potential to degrhde t [ O M

quality of the environment, substantially reduce
the habitat of a fish or wildlife species, caudesh

or wildlife population to drop below
self-sustaining levels, threaten to eliminate apla
or animal community, reduce the number or
restrict the range of a rare or endangered plant or
animal or eliminate important examples of the
major periods of California history or prehistory?

b) Does the project have impacts that are individually [ O M
limited, but cumulatively  considerable
("Cumulatively considerable” means that the
incremental effects of a project are considerable
when viewed in connection with the effects of past
projects, the effects of other current projects] an
the effects of probable future projects)

c) Does the project have environmental effects that [ %} O
will cause substantial adverse effects on human
beings, either directly or indirectly?

DISCUSSION

(a) The proposed project may require construdboinstall two walls, misting systems, and wind
barriers. However, as stated in throughout thisckhst, the proposed rule is not expected to
adversely affect the environment, reduce or elitgin@any plant or animal species or destroy
prehistoric records of the past. In general, theppsed rule would reduce odors from transfer
stations and MRF operations in the district. Theppsed rule would enhance the clarity and
enforceability of odor reduction requirements frovansfer station and MRF operations the district

(b) Based on the preceding analysis of environateimipacts, the proposed project is not
expected to generate significant adverse projemtiBp impacts. As a result, the effects of the
proposed rule on the environment are consideretietdess than cumulatively considerable.
Therefore, the proposed project is not expectedygnerate significant adverse cumulative
environmental impacts when viewed in connectiorhuhie effects of past projects, the effects of
other current projects, and the effects of prob&lilere projects.
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(c) The proposed rule does not have the potetdialause environmental effects that would
generate substantial adverse effects on humandyesitber directly or indirectly. While there are
air quality impacts from both construction and @pens, the impacts were determined to be less
than significant. The proposed rule is expecteetuce odors from affected sites and operations.
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Abbreviations and Acronyms

Abbreviation/Acronym Description
U Micro
AOMP Alternative Odor Management Plan
AQMP Air Quality Management Plan
Basin South Coast Air Basin
CEQA California Environmental Quality Act
CIWMB California Integrated Waste Board
CNEL Community Noise Equivalent Level
(6{0) Carbon monoxide
CWA Clean Water Act
dB Decibel
dBA Decibel A-weighted
DOHS Division of Occupational Health and Safety
EA Environmental Assessment
EF Emission factor
ERPG Emergency Response Planning Guideline
HP Horsepower
kw Kilowatt
Ib Pound
LEA Local Enforcement Agency
LOS Level of Service
M Meter
MDAB Mojave Desert Air Basin
MICR Maximum individual cancer risk
MRF Material recovery facility
MSW Municipal solid waste
MWD Metropolitan Water District
NO2 Nitrogen dioxide
NOC Notice of Compliance
NOV Notice of Violation
NOx Oxides of nitrogen
NPDES National Pollutant Discharge Elimination $yst
NSR New Source Review
OMP Odor Management Plan
OIMP Odor Impact Minimization Plan
OSHA Occupational Safety and Health Administration
PM10 Particulate matter less than 10 microns ingeramic diameter
PPHM Parts per hundred million
PPM Parts per million
PR Proposed Rule
RCRA Resources Conservation and Recovery Act
RFI Report of Facility Information
RWQCB Regional Water Quality Control Board
S Surface material silt content
SB State BiIll
SCAQMD South Coast Air Quality Management District
SIP State Implementation Plan
S02 Sulfur dioxide
SOx Sulfur oxides
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Abbreviations and Acronyms (Continued)

Abbreviation/Acronym Description
SSAB Salton Sea Air Basin
TAC Toxic Air Contaminant
TOC Total Organic Compounds
T/PR Transfer/Processing Report
UBC Uniform Building Code
USEPA United States Environmental Protection Agency
VMT Vehicle miles traveled
VOC Volatile organic compound
W Mean vehicle weight
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Methodology and Assumptions Used Estimate Construicin Emissions

Construction
= Two facilities would be required to add walls tastixg partial enclosures.
= Existing facilities have concrete tipping floor ar¢herefore, no earthwork would be
required to built additional walls
= Average wall is 100 feet long x 24 feet high (2,46p
= Worst-case — additional wall would be a concrdtaup wall.
= The number of existing misting systems was estichdtem interviews with SCAQMD
inspectors and LEA representatives. If no locatias specified for the existing misting
system, it was assumed that the existing mististesy served the tipping floor.
= Assumed weather stations would not take heavy-@otystruction equipment to install;
therefore, would not generate emissions.

Operation

= Assumed that each facility already uses a sweepsatisfy state law.

= Assumed that one additional sweeper trip would dggiired by PR 410 for each facility.
This is conservative, since some facilities alresgep required areas daily.

= Assumed that the average sweeper path is oneanilg |

= Assumed that 40 facilities would receive an odoskaat/neutralizer trip weekly. Therefore,
dividing 40 facilities by five days would result @ght daily trips.

= Assumed that the average round trip length foveejitrucks is 80 miles.

= Assumed that diesel trucks and sweepers idle 1Gtesrper trip.

= Assumed that delivery trucks travel approximateB50miles on affected facility sites.
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Additional Enclosure Wall Construction- Phase | — Rnel Forms

Table C-1

Construction Activity

Construction Schedule

Additional Enclosure Wall Construction - Phase | - Panel Forms

Equipment Type® No. of Equipment hr/day Crew Size
Rough Terrain Forklifts 1 7.0 8
Cement and Mortar Mixers 1 7.0
Generator Sets 1 7.0
Electric Welders 2 7.0
Construction Equipment Combustion Emission Factors

CO VOC NOXx SOx PM10
Equipment Type® Ib/hr Ib/hr Ib/hr Ib/hr Ib/hr
Rough Terrain Forklifts 0.451 0.112 0.846 0.150 70.0
Cement and Mortar Mixers 0.047 0.011 0.081 0.000 00®.
Generator Sets 0.330 0.098 0.678 0.001 0.050
Electric Welders N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
Construction Vehicle (Mobile Source) Emission Facts

ofe] VOC NOXx SOx PM10

Ib/mile Ib/mile Ib/mile Ib/mile Ib/mile

Passenger Vehiclés 0.015165 0.001626 0.001634 0.00001 0.000079
Heavy-Duty Truck 0.006308183 0.001402763 0.041540914 0.000403826 0.000774

Construction Worker Number of Trips and Trip Length

Vehicle No. of One-Way One WayTrip Length
Trips/Day (miles)
Construction Worker 8 20
Heavy Duty Truck 2 40
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Table C-1 (Continued)

Additional Enclosure Wall Construction- Phase | — Rnel Forms

Incremental Increase in Onsite Combustion Emissionfom Construction Equipment

Equation: Emission Factor (Ib/hr) x No. of Equipment xokk Day (hr/day) = Onsite Construction Emissiobgday)

CO VOC NOX SOx PM10
Equipment Type Ib/day Ib/day Ib/day Ib/day Ib/day
Rough Terrain Forklifts 3.16 0.78 5.92 1.05 0.55
Cement and Mortar Mixers 0.33 0.08 0.57 0.00 0.04
Generator Sets 231 0.69 4.75 0.01 0.35
Electric Welders N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
Total 5.80 1.55 11.24 1.06 0.94
Incremental Increase in Onsite Combustion Emissionfom Onroad Mobile Vehicles
Equation: Emission Factor (Ib/mile) x No. of One-Way Tripaly x 2 x Trip length (mile) = Mobile Emissiofib/day)

CO VOC NOX SOx PM10
Vehicle Ib/day Ib/day Ib/day Ib/day Ib/day
Passenger Vehicles 4.85 0.52 0.52 0.00 0.025
Flatbed Truck 1.01 0.22 6.65 0.06 0.124
Total 5.86 0.74 7.17 0.06 0.15
Total Incremental Combustion Emissions from Constriction
Activities

CO VOC NOXx SOx PM10
Sources Ib/day Ib/day Ib/day Ib/day Ib/day
Emissions 11.7 2.3 18.4 1.1 11
Significance Threshold 550 75 100 150 150
Exceed Significance? NO NO NO NO NO
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Table C-1 (Continued)
Additional Enclosure Wall Construction- Phase | — Rnel Forms

Notes:

Project specific data may be entered into shadésl cghanging the values in the shaded cellsvatlaffect the integrity of the worksheets. Veitifat units of values entered match units
for cell. Adding lines or entering values with tsndifferent than those associated with the shag#éisl may alter the integrity of the sheets or palincorrect results.

a) SCAQMD, staff estimate

b) 2006 SCAB values provided by the ARB, Aug 208dsumed equipment is diesel fueled except the weldhich are powered by the generator.

c) http://www.agmd.gov/cega/handbook/onroad/onré&@$E 25.xIs

d) http://www.aqmd.gov/ceqa/handbook/onroad/onrd4DBM05_25.xls
e) SCAQMD Regional Significance Thresholds
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Table C-2
Additional Enclosure Wall Construction- Phase Il —Tilt-up Panels

Construction Activity

Construction Schedule

Additional Enclosure Wall Construction - Phase Il - Tilt-up Panels

Equipment Type® No. of Equipment hr/day Crew Size
Cranes 1 5.0 6
Generator Sets 1 7.0
Construction Equipment Combustion Emission Factors

co vOoC NOXx SOx PM10
Equipment Type® Ib/hr Ib/hr Ib/hr Ib/hr Ib/hr
Cranes 0.360 0.094 1.095 0.196 0.056
Generator Sets 0.330 0.098 0.678 0.001 0.050
Construction Vehicle (Mobile Source) Emission Facts

CoO vOC NOXx SOx PM10

Ib/mile Ib/mile Ib/mile Ib/mile Ib/mile

Passenger Vehiclés 0.015165 0.001626 0.001634 0.00001 0.000079
Heavy-Duty Truck 0.006308183 0.001402763 0.041540914 0.000403826 0.000774

Construction Worker Number of Trips and Trip Length

Vehicle No. of One-Way One WayTrip Length
Trips/Day (miles)
Construction Worker 6 20
Flatbed Truck 4 40
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Table C-2 (Continued)
Additional Enclosure Wall Construction- Phase Il —Tilt-up Panels

Incremental Increase in Onsite Combustion Emissionfom Construction Equipment

Equation: Emission Factor (Ib/hr) x No. of Equipment xokk Day (hr/day) = Onsite Construction Emissiobgday)

CO VOC NOXx SOx PM10
Equipment Type Ib/day Ib/day Ib/day Ib/day Ib/day
Cranes 1.80 0.47 5.48 0.98 0.28
Generator Sets 2.31 0.69 4.75 0.01 0.35
Total 4.11 1.16 10.23 0.99 0.63
Incremental Increase in Onsite Combustion Emissionffom Onroad Mobile Vehicles
Equation: Emission Factor (Ib/mile) x No. of One-Way Tripsaly x 2 x Trip length (mile) = Mobile Emissions
(Ib/day)

CO VOC NOXx SOx PM10
Vehicle Ib/day Ib/day Ib/day Ib/day Ib/day
Passenger Vehicles 3.64 0.39 0.39 0.00 0.019
Flatbed Truck 2.02 0.45 13.29 0.13 0.248
Total 5.66 0.84 13.68 0.13 0.27
Total Incremental Combustion Emissions from Constrection Activities

CO VOC NOXx SOx PM10
Sources Ib/day Ib/day Ib/day Ib/day Ib/day
Emissions 9.8 2.0 23.9 1.1 0.9
Significance Threshold 550 75 100 150 150
Exceed Significance? NO NO NO NO NO
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Table C-2 (Continued)
Additional Enclosure Wall Construction- Phase Il —Tilt-up Panels

Notes:

Project specific data may be entered into shadésl cghanging the values in the shaded cellsatlaffect the integrity of the worksheets. Veitifat units of values entered match units
for cell. Adding lines or entering values with tsndifferent than those associated with the shag#éisl may alter the integrity of the sheets or pralincorrect results.

a) SCAQMD, staff estimate

b) 2006 SCAB values provided by the ARB, Aug 208dsumed equipment is diesel fueled except the weldhich are powered by the generator.

c) http://www.agmd.gov/cega/handbook/onroad/onré&@ e 25.xIs

d) http://www.aqmd.gov/ceqa/handbook/onroad/onrd4DM05_25.xls
e) SCAQMD Regional Significance Thresholds
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Table C-3
Wind Barrier Construction

Construction Activity

Construction Schedule

Wind Barrier Construction

Equipment Type® No. of Equipment hr/day Crew Size
Rough Terrain Forklifts 1 4.0 3
Cement and Mortar Mixers 1 7.0
Construction Equipment Combustion Emission Factors
CO VOC NOXx SOx PM10
Equipment Type® Ib/hr Ib/hr Ib/hr Ib/hr Ib/hr
Rough Terrain Forklifts 0.451 0.112 0.846 0.150 70.0
Cement and Mortar Mixers 0.047 0.011 0.081 0.000 00®.
Construction Vehicle (Mobile Source) Emission Facts
CO VOC NOXx SOx PM10
Ib/mile Ib/mile Ib/mile Ib/mile Ib/mile
Passenger Vehiclés 0.013925 7.96612E-05 0.001489 0.000009 0.001497
Heavy-Duty Truck 0.005932325 0.00132058 0.038930371 0.000405225 0.000730
Construction Worker Number of Trips and Trip Length
One WayTrip
Vehicle No. of One-Way Length
Trips/Day (miles)
Construction Worker 3 20
Heavy Duty Truck 2 40
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Table C-3 (Continued)
Wind Barrier Construction

Incremental Increase in Onsite Combustion Emissionffom Construction Equipment
Equation: Emission Factor (Ib/hr) x No. of Equipment xok Day (hr/day) = Onsite Construction Emissiodbgday)

CO vVOC NOXx SOx PM10
Equipment Type Ib/day Ib/day Ib/day Ib/day Ib/day
Rough Terrain Forklifts 1.80 0.45 3.38 0.60 0.32
Cement and Mortar Mixers 0.33 0.08 0.57 0.00 0.04
Total 2.13 0.53 3.95 0.60 0.36
Incremental Increase in Onsite Combustion Emissionfom Onroad Mobile Vehicles
Equation: Emission Factor (Ib/mile) x No. of One-Way Tripsly x 2 x Trip length (mile) = Mobile Emissions
(Ib/day)

CO VOC NOXx SOx PM10
Vehicle Ib/day Ib/day Ib/day Ib/day Ib/day
Passenger Vehicles 1.67 0.01 0.18 0.00 0.180
Flatbed Truck 0.95 0.21 6.23 0.06 0.117
Total 2.62 0.22 6.41 0.06 0.30
Total Incremental Combustion Emissions from Constrietion
Activities

CO VOC NOx SOx PM10
Sources Ib/day Ib/day Ib/day Ib/day Ib/day
Emissions 4.8 0.8 104 0.7 0.7
Significance Threshold 550 75 100 150 150
Exceed Significance? NO NO NO NO NO
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Table C-3 (Continued)
Wind Barrier Construction

Notes:

Project specific data may be entered into shadésl cghanging the values in the shaded cellsvatlaffect the integrity of the worksheets. Veitifat units of values entered match units
for cell. Adding lines or entering values with tsndifferent than those associated with the shagéésl may alter the integrity of the sheets or pimlincorrect results.

a) SCAQMD, staff estimate

b) 2006 SCAB values provided by the ARB, Aug 208dsumed equipment is diesel fueled except the weldhich are powered by the generator.

c) http://www.agmd.gov/cega/handbook/onroad/onré&$E 25.xls, 2006 passanger vehicle

d) http://www.agmd.gov/ceqa/handbook/onroad/onrd4Bf05_25.xls, 2006 heavy duty truck
e) SCAQMD Regional Significance Thresholds
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Construction of a Tilt-up Wall

Table C-4
Construction Emissions Summary

Sources CO VOC NOx SOx | PM10
Ib/day | Ib/day | Ib/day | Ib/day | Ib/day
Phase | - Concrete Pouring Emissiong 11. 2|3 18.41.1 1.1
Phase Il - Panel Tilt-up Emissions 9.8 2 2309 11 90
Maximum Tilt-up Enclosure Emissions  11.7 2.3 23.9 1.1 1.1
Construction of a Wind Barrier
Sources CO VOC NOx SOx | PM10
Ib/day | Ib/day | Ib/day | Ib/day | Ib/day
Maximum Wind Barrier Emissions 4.8 0.8 104 0.7 0.7
Maximum Daily Construction Emissions
Sources CO VOC NOx SOx | PM10
Ib/day | Ib/day | Ib/day | Ib/day | Ib/day
Two Tilt-up Walls 23.4 4.6 47.8 2.2 2.2
Three Wind Barrier Emissions 14.3 2.3 31.1 2.0 2.0
Maximum Daily Emissions 38 7 79 4 4
Significance Threshold 550 75 100 150 15
Exceed Significance? No No No No No
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Table C-5
Operational Emissions Summary

Number of LeR%%[EdOf Idling
Description Dgily Trip, Time, (6{0) VOC | NOx SOx PM10
Trips mile/day min/day
Travel Emission Factor at 15 mph, g/mile 5.247 | 1.167| 16.1501 0.179 0.521
Travel Emission Factor at 35 mph, g/mile 2.243 | 0.603| 12.578 0.179 0.269
Idling Emission Factor, g/hr 1.842
Travel Sweeper Truck Emissions, Ib/day 48 1 0.66 .120| 1.71 0.02 0.06
Travel Odor Neutralizer Delivery, Ib/day 16 80 $3 1.70 | 35.49 0.51 0.76
Idling Sweeper Truck Emissions, Ib/day 48 15 0.049
Idling Odor Neutralizer Delivery, Ib/day 16 15 0.016
Total Sweeper Truck Emissions, Ib/day 0.56 0.121.71 0.02 0.10
Total Odor Neutralizer Delivery, Ib/day 6.33 .70 | 35.49 0.51 0.78
Total Operational Emissions, Ib/day 6.9 18 237. 0.52 0.88
Operational Significance Threshold 550 5b 5 501 150
Exceed Significance? No No No No No

Travel emission factors were developed using EMF@@2 v 2.2, 2006 fleet year, annual, South CoasBAsin, 50F, 40% RH
Number of odor neutralizer delivery truck trips westimated assuming one odor neutralizer deliveigktper facility per week and five days per we@ facilities/day)/(5
day/week) = 8 trips per day. To be conservative gight trips per day was doubled to be 16 trgrsday.
Assumed one additional sweeper trip at each odhiacilities and an average trip of one mile pigr. t

Travel emissions, Ib/day = (number of daily tripergth of round trip, mile/trip)/(453.59 g/Ib)

Idling emissions, Ib/day = (number of daily tripgdkng time, min/day)/(453.59 g/lb x 60 min/hr)
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Emission Estimate

Table C-6

Operational Health Risk Analysis Calculations

Length of Idle . Tra\_/ell_ng Id!lng Travel Idling Total Total
- Number of . Op Time, Emission Emission L . o S
Description " Round Time, Emissions, Emissions, Emissions, Emissions,
Trips . ; . dayl/yr factor, Factor,
Trip, mile min . Ib/day Ib/day Ib/day ton/yr
g/mile g/hr

Sweeper Truck 1 1 15 365 0.521 1.842 0.001 0.001 0.002 3.95E-04
Delivery Truck 1 0.25 15 52 0.521 1.842 0.0003 0.001 0.001 3.39E-05
Total 0.001 0.002 0.003 4.29E-04

Assumed an additional one mile sweeper truck tnigh @25 mile delivery truck on-site travel distance

Assumed 15 min of idling per trip

Travel emissions, Ib/day = (number of daily tripergth of round trip, mile/trip x op time, day/y§é453.59 g/Ib)

Idling emissions, Ib/day = (number of daily tripgding time, min/day x op time, day/year)/(453 &% x 60 min/hr)
Carcinogenic Risk Analysis

o Cancer Daily
Emission . X/IQ . .
Pollutant Rate, PSS Bzl [(ug/m3)/ MET EVF AFann MP CREyRile
ton/vr (mg/kg-day)- Rate, (ton/yn)] Risk
y 1 L/kg-day y

Diesel Exhaust 4.29E-04 11 302 41.45 1 0.96 1 1 378-07

Cancer potency factor from the Consolidated Tab@EHHA/ARB Approved Risk Assessment Health Values
"Worst-case" daily breathing rate, X/Q, MET, EVHaAn, and MP were taken from Risk Assessment Puoesdor Rules 1401 and 212
Carcinogenic risk = emission rate, ton/yr x CP, fkgeday)-1 x DBR, L/kg-day x X/Q, [(ug/m3)/ (tonjyx MET x EVF x Afann x MP
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Operational Health Risk Analysis Calculations (coni)

Chronic Non-carcinogenic Risk

Table C-6

Emission REL X/IQ Chronic
Pollutant Rate, (ug/m3) [(ug/m3)/ MET MP Hazard
ton/yr 9 (ton/yr)] Index
Diesel Exhaust 4.29E-04 5.0 41.45 1 1 0.004

Cancer REL from the Consolidated Table of OEHHA/ARBproved Risk Assessment Health Values

"Worst-case" daily breathing rate, X/Q, MET, and Mere taken from Risk Assessment Procedures farRi401

and 212
Chronic hazard index = (emission rate, ton/yr x Xf@g/m3)/ (ton/yr)] x MET x MP)/Chronic REL, ug/n

Table C-7
Operational Emissions and Water Usage from Misting

Calculation of VOC Emissions From Transfer Statims and MRFs Due to PR 410

Assumptions:

Average in-use concentration of 500:1 for odor redizier
Worst-case VOC content of 10 percent

Misting nozzle coverage of 10 ft

Misting nozzle flowrate of 0.025 gpm (manufactusespecification)

oA WNE

at perimeter of tipping floor, not used @ mistirazrles inside tipping floor)
7. Eight hr/day system utilization (conservative asgtiom)
Bulk density of odor neutralizer = 8.34 Ib/gal

© ®

ton/day for 22 facilities
10. Four misting nozzles required for entrancexit to transfer tunnels

Calculate:
Number of Nozzles Required per Ton/Day of MSW Prosed:
(1 nozzle/100 fy*(10 ft?/1 ton MSW processed/day)
0.1 nozzles/togsw

Water Flowrate (gallons/day) per Ton/Day of MSW Preessed:
(0.1 nozzles/topsw)*(0.025 gajio/min)*(60 min/hr)*(8 hr/day) =
1.2 gpd.|zo/t0nMSW

Total Water Flowrate (gallons/day)

1.2 gpgio/tonusw * (29,295 togisw) =
35,154 gpdqzo

Odor Neutralizer Flowrate (gallons/day) per Ton/Dayof MSW Processed:
(1.2 gpdi2o/tonusw)*(1 gpdopor neuTraLIZERD00 gpdioo)*(25% utilization factor) =

10 € of tipping floor surface per ton per day of wastecessed (conservative assumption)
Odor neutralizer system utilization factor of 2%qent (odor neutralizers typically used only

Permitted tonnage of facilities not known to havistmg systems on tipping floor: 29,295
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0.0006 gp@por NEUTRALIZER /tONMsw

Odor Neutralizer Usage (Ibs/day) per Ton/Day of MSWProcessed:

(0.0006 gpdpor NEuTRALIZER tONVsW)*(8.34 Ibs/gal) =
0.005 Ibs/daypor NEUTRALIZER /tONMsw

Max VOC Content (Ibs/day) of Odor Neutralizer per Ton/Day of MSW Processed:
(0005 Ibs/dayDOR NEUTRALIZEF{tonVISW)*(lo% VOC) =
0.0005 Ibs/dayocltonMsw

Max VOC Usage at Tipping Floors
(0.0005 Ibs/daybc/tonusw)*(29,295 tomsw) =
14.6 lbsoc/day

Odor Neutralizer Used in Transfer Tunnels

Calculate:
Water Flowrate (gallons/day) per Transfer Tunnel:
(4 nozzles)*(0.025 gabo/min)*(60 min/hr)*(8 hr/day) =

48 gpd20

Total Water Flowrate (gallons/day)
48 gpdyz0 *(38 facilities) =
1,824 gpdhao

Odor Neutralizer Flowrate (gallons/day) per Transfe Tunnel:

(48 gpai20)*(1 gpdopor neuTRALIZER'D00 gpGhoo) =
0.096 gp@por NEUTRALIZER

Odor Neutralizer Usage (Ibs/day) per Transfer Tunné
(0096 gp@DOR NEUTRALIZER)*(8-34 Ibs/gal) =
0.8 Ibs/daypor NEUTRALIZER

Max VOC Content (Ibs/day) of Odor Neutralizer per Transfer Tunnel:
(08 Ibs/daysDOR NEUTRALIZER)*(]-O% VOC) =
0.08 Ibs/da)ooc

Max VOC Usage at Transfer Tunnels
(0.08 Ibs/dayoc)*(38 facilities) =
3.0 |bS/oc/day

Maximum Water Usage Expected from Rule 410 Proposal

Tipping Floors 35,154 gpeo
Transfer Tunnels 1,824 gpgo
Total 36,978 gpd
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Maximum VOC Expected from Rule 410 Proposal:

Tipping Floors 14.6 Ibs/day
Transfer Tunnels 3.0 Ibs/day
Total 17.6 Ibs/day
Table C-8
Summary of Operational Emissions
CO VOC NOXx SOx | PM10
Source
Ib/day | Ib/day | Ib/day | Ib/day | Ib/day
Sweeper 0.6 0.1 1.7 0.02 0.4
Odor Neutralizer Delivery Trucks 3.2 0.9 17.y 0.3 40
Odor Neutralizer/Maskant Emissions 17.6
Total Operational Emissions 3.7 18.6 19.5 0.3 0.5
Operational Significance Threshold 550 55 55 150 150
Exceed Significance? NO NO NO NO NG

Table C-9
Operational Power Estimate from Misting

Calculation of Power for Misting Systems From
Transfer Stations and MRFs Due to PR 410

There are 22 facilities that are currently pernditeg 29,295 tons per day of municipal solid
waste that do not have misting systems in placase8 upon the above statement, a total of
fifteen horsepower of power for the misting systemsuld generate enough power to
sufficiently provide adequate misting for thoseilfiies, but we will provide a range of power
based upon the assumptions below. The low entleofange would estimate all 22 facilities
would install a 0.5 hp misting system and the leghd would estimate that all 22 facilities would
install a 10 hp misting system. The high end & thnge would over estimate the power
requirement by roughly 15 times.

Assumptions:

1. 22 facilities will need to install automatic miggisystems on the tipping floor

2. All facilities subject to rule currently have misgj systems on transfer tunnels

3. Eight hr/day system utilization (conservative asgtiom)

4. Power rating of pump motor ranges from 0.5 to 1@dndlow rate of 0.05 to 13.0 GPM at
1,000 psi for the pump (from misting vendor)

Calculation:

Total Pump Motor Requirement (low end of range):
(0.05 hp)*(22 facilities) =

PR 410 C-16 July 2006



1.1 hp* (0.746 kw/1 hp) = 0.821 kw

Total Power Requirement per Day
(0.821 kw)*(8 hr/day) = 6.568 kw/day

Total Pump Motor Requirement (high end of range):

(10 hp)*(22 facilities) =
220 hp* (0.746 kw/1 hp) = 164 kw

Total Power Requirement per Day
(164 kw)*(8 hr/day) = 1,312 kw/day
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